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La Force et son emploi dans la Politique de Hobbes : 


par Raymond Porn 


Si, comme le veut Max Weber dans une formule qui fait 
impression, les phénomènes politiques se distinguent parmi 
les phénomènes sociaux parce qu’ils concernent et comportent 
l'emploi de la force, il semble que, dans une philosophie 
comme celle de Hobbes, les problèmes politiques doivent être 
posés, sinon résolus, avec une netteté d’épure. Hobbes traïte, 
en effet, explicitement la question politique en termes de force, 
de pouvoir, de puissance; ces mots reviennent à chaque instant. 
dans ses œuvres, où ils preñnent aussi bien un sens humain et 
politique qu'un sens physique et naturel. La doctrine hob- 
bienne de la force politique s'inscrit donc tout naturellement 
dans le cadre de ce mécanisme strict et universel dont ïl a eu 
l’idée claire indépendamment de Descartes, et peut-être même 
avant lui. L'étude de la force politique ne saurait donc aller 
sans la définition et la délimitation du mécanisme physique 
qui domine toute l’œuvre de Hobbes. 

C'est ainsi que, dès 1631, dans son Tractatus brevis, celui-. 
ci choisit précisément pour principes premiers de la philo- 
sophie les principes d’un mécanisme universel et nécessaire. 
Le principe n° 1 du Court traité, « ce à quoi rien n’est ajouté 
ni rien retranché demeure dans l’état où il se trouvait aupa- 
ravant » *, préfigure d'autant plus clairement le principe 
d'inertie que les principes suivants montrent que l’état envi- 
sagé est un état de mouvement ou de repos. Ils déclarent, en 
effet, qu’ « un agent est ce qui a le pouvoir de mouvoir », un 


Fo 1 Cette étude est extraite d’un livre à paraître sous le titre : La 

* Nature humaine selon Hobbes. 

| 2 Short Tract on first principles in Elements of Law, éd. Tünnies, 
.p. 152. ‘ 


ns l'agent, ‘de même que toute ei 
_ local dans le patient ?. TA ER 
Aie De Corpore, enfin, entre, en a 1655, dans le détail 
Edbctine Il exprime à nouveau en termes. rigoure ux, ri 
cipe d’ inertie : ce qui est au repos ou dans un certa n état 
es mouvement, demeure en repos ou dans cet état de mou 
ment à moins d’ être mis ‘en mouvement, ou dans: un t 
_férent de mouvement, par un autre Corps lui-même en mou 
vement *. Le mouvement constitue donc bien l'élément fo 
. cal du monde physique et «la porte Are ouvra #. 
jeun, # connaissance de l'univers » * : : 


où ur Et Hobbes dé un le pouvoir — ne — - par je pi 
. sence de la cause : il distingue la puissance active, s’il s agit 


" cause. efficiente, c’est-à-dire de la cause rapportée à l'agent 
a  (potentia Pants et causa efficiens idem RUE et Ha P is 


cuse rapportée au patient *. 
bu toute cause suffisante est "ue cause Le et, 


4 Tractatus opticus, Opera latina, éd. Molesworth, t. Ke p. 217. 
_. ? De Corpore, chap. VIII, art. 19. 4 
AA 8 Epitre dédicatoire du De Corpore au comte de | Devor 
23 avril 1655, t. I, p. cxiv.’ 
4 De Corpore, chap. VII, art. 10. RES 
Mod s De Corpore, chap. IX, art. 9. ; 

‘# De Corpore, chap. IX, art. 10. 

» “1 De.Corpore, chap. IX, art. 1. he 
HE DE Cornoré, chap. X, art. Let: ICONS 
mas De Corpore, chap. X, art. 4 PRE 


LA FORCE ET SON EMPLOI DANS LA POLITIQUE DE HOBBES 381 


niste ainsi défini, Hobbes est donc conduit à affirmer la néces- 
sité des futurs . La nécessité n’a pas de degrés et l’idée d’un 
agent doué de libre arbitre, contre laquelle Hobbes a lutté toute 
sa vie, est, dans ces conditions, contradictoire ?. 

Ce mécanisme déterministe nécessaire est universel. Dans 
une sorte de palmarès, dont Descartes a été soigneusement 
évincé, Hobbes attribue le mérite de l’avoir compris et appli- 
qué en Astronomie à Copernic, en Physique à Galilée, en Phy- 
siologie à Harvey. Leurs successeurs, Képler, Gassendi, Mer- 
senne poursuivirent leur tâche et l’étendirent à la connais- 
sance de l'esprit humain. Mais c’est lui, Hobbes, qui reven- 
dique l'honneur d’avoir, le premier, appliqué ce mécanisme 
à la philosophie civile et fondé ainsi la science politique °. 
Pour y parvenir, il avait à résoudre plusieurs problèmes : 
il lui fallait d’abord découvrir les rapports de la force, phéno- 
mène incontestable chez l’homme comme chez l’animal, avec 
le mouvement. Il avait ensuite à décrire le fonctionnement du 
mécanisme social. Il avait surtout à expliquer comment un 
mécanisme pouvait comporter deux états d'équilibre : l’état de 
nature et l’état civil. 


I 


LE MÉCANISME DE LA NATURE 


Dans la première moitié du xvu° siècle, l'élaboration du 
mécanisme se présentait comme une victoire remportée sur la 
physique qualitative et sur l’appel aux forces occultes. En 
présence du fait de la force, Hobbes avait donc un véritable 
paradoxe à résoudre, pour en interpréter la réalité concrète, 
en évitant tout retour vers une métaphysique qualitative qu’il 
jugeait périmée. Il ne s’agit pas de prétendre que Hobbes ait 
sciemment introduit da notion de force dans son mécanisme 
strict, mais de découvrir comment il a essayé de traduire des 
réalités dynamiques animales et humaines en termes méca- 
niques et par quelles successions d'approximations spécieuses 
il y est parvenu. 


1 De Corpore, chap. VII, art. 5. 

2 Short Tract, p. 154. : 

8 Lettre au comte de Devonshire, 23 avril 1655, Opera latina, t. I, 
P. Cxv. 


: 


382. 


grandeur de l’objet en mouvement, de telle sorte que l'action 


produit ”. 


_vement, Hobbes avait recours à une double manœuvre ‘dént. 
. nous venons d'observer le premier temps : d’une part, au lieu 


isbanle de franchir, en un certain temps, une certaine lon- 
gueur ‘. Et il ne cesse, en effet, de calculer la force comme. 


Et éd. Molesworth. 


AE _suiv. d fait remarquer que l’idée vient sans doute de Galilée; celui-ci avait 


: Par un mouvement infiniment petit. Quant à la notion d’impetus, elle 
vient clairement de Galilée qui exprimait par là, dans le troisième des 


ue mot de force : n v'est pas, ee. +. | 


bien que ta force se Dis ta visiblement . ses pe 
qu’en elle-même, Hobbes précise, quelques chapitres plus loin, 
que la force est la vitesse du mouvement multipliée par la 


ei 
E 
de cet objet sur le corps qui lui résiste est PRE de ce + 


‘Tout se passe comme si, pour rapprocher Bi foire ae mou- ES 


_de définir la vitesse par l’espace parcouru par le mobile dan: 


wr unité de temps, il lui confère certains attributs de la force 


en la définissant comme la puissance d’un mobile lorsqu'il 


- un multiple de la vitesse. | | 
D autre Dern ROUE PRAYEE de saisir la Fe en elle- méme, + 4) 


1 


espace et que tout rip assignables *, 
_Hobbes * AL permet de décrire, non seulement les 


Ê De Corpore, chap. VII, art. 18. à PR REY LPO es 
? De Corpore, chap. XV, art. 2. SL 44 
+ De Corpore, chap. VIT, art. 15 et chap. XV, art. 1. S ne 
# Elements of Law, chap. VII, art. 2 et Leviathan, chre VI, 5 “Ha 


# De Corpore; chap. XV. art: 2.., } pre TR RREA TELE m3 
Y Ê F. Braxor (Hobbes’ mechanical conception of nature, pp son 


déjà conçu l’idée que les corps-en repos peuvent être pensés comme mus 


4 


ARC 4 


Discorsi, la vitesse à chaque moment. Il ne faut entendre,. ni chez ; 
Hobbes, ni chez Galilée, sous le nom d'’ impetus, la cause interne du 


mouvement, comme dans la physique qualitative (Cf. A. KOYRÉ,- Etudes . 
en IT, p. RUE es 


| UE De on ss 


Ù 


opt cn entre deux Dndiée La quantité. du na c ’este 
K a grandeur < ou ‘sa RE est exprimée par l’ ps 


SAR nn muni de la tole notion de mouvement, de force et . 
de pouvoir, Hobbes peut entreprendre le dénombrement et Le 
description des éléments qui FO posent la mécanique humaine 
_ et la mécanique sociale. F. 
: des Les Elements of Law conservent encore une certaine Le “ 
Ê _ dilection pour la notion de faculté ou pouvoir qu’une chose 
Le . détient d’en produire une autre *. Ils distinguent les pouvoirs HR 
du Corps, nutrition, mouvement, génération, des pouvoirs À 
© l'esprit, sensation, imagination, raison, qui sont cognitifs ou 
£ - moteurs ”. La faculté motrice du corps est proprement la force | + 
+ ou vigueur Girength) car Rae se manifeste re Je pol 4 


« 
LE 


| SR dualiste des FRS of Law, mais fre a. ne 

termes plus strictement mécaniques; mettant à profit \di- = 
“cati cation donnée en 1640, il oppose un mouvement vit 
hs mouyement animal et laisse dans l'ombre la raison, qui cesse- | 
ri dt donc ainsi d’être tenue pour une faculté, pour un pouvo 


Le mouvement vital commence à la génération et contir 


à 1 1 De Gerpore, FRE XV, ar 2. 
5.2 Elements of Law, chap. XIIT, art. LE 

+ Elements of Law, chap. I, art. 4, 5 et 6. 

_4 Elements of Law, pe -6, art. 9. > 
5 De Cive, chap. I, art. # 4 2 
PEUR ER Loue VI, L ‘38. 


de su à 
Hi du sa0g en tés d'elle l orig 
siologiques et des déplacements 


© par le cœur et transmis par les artères et. 
_Jusqu à la pie: -mère. - Le mouvement vital, mou: veme: 


de 


. ments issus de l'extérieur. Le De ne te one 
des corpuscules invisibles en suspension dans 1’: air la propriét 
ne de provoquer initialement la circulation du sang, Je mouve- 
Re ment du cœur et, proche en proche, tous les autres mou- 
Le vements de la vie *. Ces corpuscules sont eux-mêmes ee 
ee de un mouvement circulaire simple, ce qui est le principe « d 
SE, 4 _ toute fermentation. On voit ce que Hobbes cherche de façon 


| systématique : la constitution d’un enchaînement de mouves, its 


Le mouvement animal (animal RE ou mouvement 
: volontaire se greffe sur le mouvement vital d’une façon dont | 
Hobbes ne donne pas de description mécaniste, sans toute- 
fois reprendre le texte de Elements of Law, dans lequel il es 4 
- rait que le mouvement animal est un don de l’esprit au corps. 
- 1 se manifeste extérieurement par des mouvements comme 
marcher ou parler, mais il consiste dans un mouvement inté 4 
‘rieur, où ce qui se meut est invisible et se meut dans un espace FACE 
“ insensible. Le conatus a été précisément conçu pour rendre 

_ compte de cette expérience originelle par quoi se caractérisent 
les animaux : la présence d'un mouvement propre, le mou 5 D 
vement animal, qui est puissance de mouvement et non me. 
seulement mouvement en acte. Ces petits commencements de 
. mouvements qui se passent à l’intérieur du corps humain sont. ; 
| appelés conatus avant même qu'ils ne se manifestent par 
… quelque action visible. Le De Corpore déclare explicitement 1 
het que le mouvement animal constitue le premier copaEss et. . 


. Lu qu on le découvre déjà dans l'embryon “. Re 


Du mouvement animal, Hobbes étend en du 


1 De Corpore, chap. XV, art. 12. LAS 
2 De Homine, chap. I, art. 2. { ï DE 
* Le Leviathan (chap. VI, p. 39) se borne à indiquer que les actes fs 
‘an: mouvement animal qui sont des mouvements volontaires, c’est- à-dire De: 
des passions, ont pour origine des pensées qui se présentent sous las & 
_ forme de mouvements extrêmement petits, ou petits commencements de 
| pensée, les endeavours. Cf. Elements of.Law, chap. VI, art. 9. 
* De Corpore, chap. XX, art. 12. 
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Conalus aux actes des sens. et édifie ainsi, à partir de 1644, sa 
doctrine définitive de la sensation qu’il expose pour la pre- 
mière fois dans le Tractatus opticus. Il est parvenu, en effet, 
à la conviction qu'une sensation n’était possible que si le 
mouvement transmis par l’objet extérieur rencontrait, chez 
_ l'être percevant, une puissance de mouvement correspondante 
et dirigée vers l'extérieur. La sensation résulte de la rencontre 
de deux conatus : c’est une image plus ou moins durable, for- 
mée par la réaction d'un conatus propre à l'organe des sens, 
orienté vers l'extérieur et provoqué par un conatus en prove- 
nance de l’objet et tourné vers l’intérieur :. 

De proche en proche, on en vient à conclure que toutes les 
manifestations cognitives de l’esprit, qu'il s'agisse de sensa- 
tions, d’imaginations ou d’enchaînements de pensées, ne sont 
que des mouvements affectant quelque substance interne de la 
tête ?. 

A fortiori, les manifestations de l'esprit ne sont-elles que 
des spécifications et des modalités du mouvement animal. La 
doctrine de Hobbes est bien fixée dès les Elements of Law. Les 
mouvements fondamentaux sont le désir ou l’aversion. Le désir 
(ou l’aversion) consiste dans une sollicitation (attraction ou 
répulsion) à l’égard d’un certain objet, et cette sollicitation 
représente l'effort, le commencement intérieur du mouveé- 
ment animal, the endeavour or internal beginning of animal 
motion *. Vingt-cinq ans plus tard, les mêmes expressions 
reviennent sous sa plume : les désirs et l’aversion sont les pre- 
miers conatus du mouvement animal *. Et il ne faut pas 
oublier que la volonté, loin d’être un appétit rationnel, car 
elle peut être contraire à la raisdn, se ramène à l'appétit qui 
résulte d'une délibération; elle représente, en effet, le dernier 
des appétits, des aversions, des espoirs et des craintes qui se 
succèdent alternativement au cours de la délibération . L'objet 
d’un acte volontaire est toujours quelque Bien pour soi : la 
volonté est toujours une volonté égoïste, mécaniquement com- 


? De Corpore, chap. XXV, art. 2. 

2 Elements of Law, chap. II, art, 8. 
3 Elements of Law, chap. VII, art. 2. 
+ De Corpore, chap. XXV, art. 12. 
5 Leviathan, chap. VI, p. 48 et suiv. 


ALES 24e as 


‘titus” er Haas bat tout nt 

“qu ‘il est tout entier mouvement. 
ï origine dans un: mouvement simple qi cle 
sur lui- même, de même, il circule de désir s en ne 


FAIR ë ee 1 LA 
_inassouvis, Hire Le OT STE Te “rue ne 


a 


_ passions, ho. que les mouvements vitaux ou animaux qui” . 
a excitent se trouvent Le à ou contrariés. Le ie consiste 


ment vital et l’aider * C est |’ apparition. et. . sensation “> ce | 
_ mouvement dans le cœur qui est un plaisir, précise le Levia- Ÿ 
than; le mouvement lui-même est identifié à un endeavour ou 
_conatus et consiste dans un appétit *. Mais ce conatus est un. ne 
“conatus vers l’intérieur, né d’une excitation venue d” un objet. 
extérieur ? . Certains désirs ou certaines aversions. FOR Ress . 


ct de l loue des Haies des peines et des imaginations 
” suscités autour d'eux. C’est à ces derniers mouvements que 
 Hobbes attribue le nom de passions; on les nomme communé- 
k ment mouvements volontaires, écrit-il, et ils forment les prin- 
1e Was éléments analysables des équilibres sociaux. FE 
+ Les Elements of Law faisaient allusion à un dernier pou- + 
voir ou faculté, la raison, qu'ignore l'étude des mouvements. ee 
de L'esprit et que le Leviathan omet de nommer, sinon pour ste 
“ déclarer qu’il est illégitime de considérer la volonté comme A 
un appétit rationnel. Il est clair que, pour Hobbes, la a 
“n est ni un ‘pouvoir, ni même une force ou un effort, mai: Ro 
simplement un mouvement, une démarche, un enchaïnement 
‘de pensées selon une certaine méthode, c’est-à-dire un acte de x 
| ritiocination, un calcul. s LCR ee 
_ Ce calcul rationnel opère sur: \des mots. I se trouve ainsi | 
délivré de toute attache avec la réalité et l'instant présents « et 
à LATE capable de us intervenir; parmi ses données, k pen- 


= 


1 Leviathan, chap. XIV, p. 120. HER 

? De Homine, chap. XI, art. 2. UE en LE « ù ve 

_  % Elements of Law, chap. Vikiatii » 
1 4 Leviathan, chap. VI, p. 42. De SOFPATS chap. XXV, ant. 2. 
s 5 De Homine, chap. XI, art. 1. à jar LR 


“4, ÿ 


at rs que + souvenir di 
ne 0 prganis ces. mots en. dis- Le 
on. observée des causes et des effets 
d es possibles à à partir des effets cons-. 
trouve son usage et son but en “combinant ces. 
LE propriétés et en formant un calcul téléologique en vue” 


se le futur conformément aux ue de y A 


6 


D | En aucun. cas, la raison n’est capable par cHenéne : 5 
ft lies Les préceptes formulés par le calcul rationnel ne 
°108 -commandent r rien; ils expriment les conclusions d’un raison- 
= nement sous la forme de conseils hypothétiques. Ils n 'acquiè- 
Le rent une puissance dynamique que s'ils forment l'objet de pas-. ; 

sions, auxquelles ils empruntent leur force, ou s ‘ils procurent 
ES r Lx dd de mesures de contrainte dans le GHOkES d’une société | 


| Le entre en jeu a la genèse des passions aussi bei que dans à 
“3 “lu one des nr propres à les satisfaire. ANSE la ne 


: En on ponrrsit RO GES de proue machine, si l'on ouai 
Le = 


.. 


4 Pan nie. sa vie de corps et d esprit. C’est, en effet, un mé 
| nisme du mouvement que Hobbes édifie en unifiant le corp 


et le esprit sous les mêmes lois mécaniques, sans jamais qu 


<a 


TES une ‘intervention d’une autre sorte ne vienne en troubler le 
a. re Do ENTRE 
Rain rap XV, p. 145 à 147. | 
4 3 Elements of Law, chap. IX, art. 1. Leviathan, chap. VF P 46. De. 


Ex -Homine, chap. XII, art. 8. 
Ps 3 De ce prete p. xxx et chap. I, art. ah noté: 


fer ns son one ne 

Seul parmi tous les êtres Sn ove : il peut utiliser 
tout en suivant ses lois et ses détermination nécessa 
satisfaire ses désirs et se servir de ce mécanis: ie naturel, 
adresse ou maladresse, selon des calculs susce tibles 6 
: exacts ou erronés. Il est même contraint d utiliser la n 
1 ne peut pas ne Le s en servir et se borner, comme l 


à suivre. AE FE “4 RTE 


a II LAS & ah LICRES fs 


’ 
Fe ve L. 


: Le MÉCANISME SOCIAL DANS L'ÉTAT DE NATURE +. É: 


Fes de LuGtiaton de Fe se ‘selon un es t6léo- 
 . ES dé, RHONE causale propre au méca 


a av sociale apparaît par accident, et non dr une æ. € 
Hit .sitionn nécessaire de la nature *. À partir du moment où Hobbe À 

UE nourri d’Aristote à Magdalen-Hall, à Oxford, établit les assi : 
_de sa philosophie politique, il le fait, on le voit, délibérém nt 
. contre Aristote. L'homme n’est pas, par nature, un ani 


‘Loue RUE instinct, aucun amour ne le Re Vers | 


Pace n "est rien Es tel parmi les hommes; c'est un 
_ prement humain qui ne peut se GORMERTEES ni aux S 


"1 Pr De Cive, chap. I, art. 2. 


# 
. 


1 forces ‘élémentaires ( qui se sont 
nce du jour où il Y eut des hommes * ? Ce sont les 
ant du corps que de l'esprit, départies à chaque indi- 
du humain. LE ces forces pont être considérées comme 


apable de s avérer aussi Rue que n ‘importe quel autre en 
à le mettant à mort. Reprenant sur un mode ironique l’ observa- 
% tion cartésienne, Hobbes tire la meilleure preuve du fait que 
Lt tous les hommes possèdent une égale prudence, en constatant | à 
554 que chacun s ‘estime — Ô dérisoire et illégitime suffisance — HS 
» entièrement satisfait de sa part. Or, ces forces égales sont ani- e 
__ mées de désirs identiques qui les portent à s'approprier lés 
à mêmes biens. Pour les acquérir, chacune d’entre elles est donc FT: SE 
… amenée à s'opposer violemment à toutes les autres dans une Eee 
. compétition naturelle que l'égalité initiale transforme en une 

lite sans fin de chacun contre tous : dans ces conditions, 


* ment envisagé. FRE | 
RESAEN on n’espère point faire intérvenir quelques considéra 
: hors extérieures à celles de force, comme par exemple celle de 2 
| 7 morale, de droit. Dans l’état de nature, chacun a le droit de + 
‘4 faire et de posséder ce qu'il lui plaît. La mesure du droit, ©’ est Lu 
18 FR force, qui est égale en chacun. Chacun possède doncun M 
Y& dion sur toute chose, égal au droit de chacun des autres. A er 4 
“4h chacun appartient ce dont il peut s'emparer aussi longtemps : 
k Es: qu ’il peut le garder. Dans la guerre, c'est-à-dire dans ” état | ue 
ed rien n’est injuste *. (Par TAN 

‘0 De plus, chacune de ces forces est au service d’ un a 
4 | purement humain pour lequel la félicité de cette vie : 

_ consiste pas dans le repos ni même dans la définitive sa. 
faction. La félicité humaine est un progrès continu d’ un désir. | 
à ‘a un autre. L'objet authentique du désir n’est pas de se He : 
Fe: faire une fois pour toutes, mais d’assurer incessamment la. 
| _ route de son futur désir *. C’est que les hommes parlent et. 


MEFTCR FL y 
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= 1 Elements of Law, chap. XIV, art. 1 et suiv. Leviathan, chap. XI. 
3 Elements of Law, chap. XIV, art. 6. De Cive, chap. I, art. 10. re 
viathan, chap XIII, p. 115. < + 
"€ ere, ji FERD XI, p. 85. | a 


ve 
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: ie 


tion de son propre pouvoir comme pouvoir de s’ 'emparer d'un 
bien futur, ce triomphe de. L Ars ne Hobbes pe À 


ae relations humaines une ee nouvelle, une passion issue 

directement du mouvement animal, qui entraîne les hommes 

| à redoubler de violence pour lutter, non: plus immédiatement 
4. pour des biens, mais pour la puissance permettant de les acqué-. ae 
Ur, puis pi les res concernant la reconnaissance dé ré 


. dire pour des riens, de trifles. Æ Fa 
- En outre, dans cette compétition de chacun contre tous, … 
Se dans cette comparaison de soi-même avec chacun des autres, $ 
: chacun découvre en autrui son pire ennemi, qui veut précisé 
En. ment ce que lui-même veut, pour satisfaire les mêmes désirs, 
avec les mêmes moyens et la même force. Ainsi naît, entre les 
hommes, une crainte réciproque, passion non moins vigou- 
Mrs LÈUSE que la “ns et qui ajoute de nouvelles forces a aux forces. se 
en présence ‘ (ERA 
ANS Dans cet | état de défiänce universelle intervient enfin ee : 
D, calcul rationnel. Le moyen le plus raisonnable (reasonable) 
d'assurer sa sécurité, écrit Hobbes, consiste à acquérir la plus 
grande puissance possible. Or, on ne peut garantir la puis- 
sance dont on dispose présentement sans chercher à en acqué- È 
rir une plus grande encore *. Ainsi, parce qu’il est capable de 
prévoir l'avenir et de raisonner, l’homme en proie à la crainte 
* est lancé dans une course sans fin vers la puissance sous toutes Er 
_, : ses formes, pouvoir actuel, autorité, rang, éloquence, beauté, , 


? Leviathan, chap. XIII, p. 111. TA 

? Leviathan, chap. XI, p. 85. Inspiré sans doute par l'idée d'établir 
- entre l’état de nature et l’état civil une distinction de type hégélien entre. #5 
deux moments historiques, le second représentant la compréhension et. a 
le dépassement du premier, l'excellent historien Leo Strauss (Hobbes’ 
Political Philosophy, p. 105) estime que «for Hobbes the ‘primitive 
condition is irrational ». Cette affirmation ne s'accorde pas avec plusieurs 
textes hobbiens, par exemple : « the condition of man is a condition OL 
war of every one against every one; … in which case, every one is é 
JT governed by his own reason». (Leviathan, chap. XIV, p. 117). Mais, | 
bien que l’état de nature soit un état rationnel, il ne serait pas raison- 
nable de le préférer à l’état civil : il serait contradictoire ses vouloir. 
s’y maintenir (Elements of Law, chap. XIV, art. 10). 


et! 


4 
>. 


es 
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si de rece ent: ne ni crainte. AU DS 


«La fin de LL ‘con ï; ne è 


De k : | et 


elle, c’ 'est le pouvoir ?. fe 
guerre de tous contre tous, où achats est | gou- 
) | propre raison, aucun moyen n'est inutile, aucun 
yen n’est mauvais, pas plus la violence que la ruse, pas” 
l'attaque que la défense. Tout homme éprouve la volonté 
ESS e nuire aux autres, soit pour affirmer ou maintenir sa ee à . 
 riorité, soit pour réduire celle d'autrui. La méchanceté de 
% l’homme : n’est pas naturelle, elle est un fait social et procède 
JE RÉ un calcul rationnel, mais elle pervertit la gloire et rrIoUMee is 
à la crainte *. z HR ie 
3 Ainsi, les forces individuelles, réfléchies par Rés situations 
4 sociales comme par des miroirs grossissants, se multiplient et. : 
8 accroissent, De nouveaux moyens de puissance, de nouveaux 
= objets de désirs apparaissent. Toutes ces forces agissent libre- | 
ment, au sens où Hobbes entend le mot de liberté *. Car té. 
pal liberté se dit, pour lui, aussi bien de l’inanimé que de v animé; 
elle désigne l’absence de tous les empêchements extérieurs qui 
| Ft à un mouvement : ainsi l’eau qui coule est libre 
dans son écoulement, par opposition avec l’eau contenue et. 
* immobilisée dans un vase. La Here s re donc avec ii 


sl STE | 


à 


av ils sont, libres d’être en repos où libres d’être en mouve- k: 
À . ment, selon ‘is causes qui réglent leurs ponte La pe ; 


eh te à son exercice. Encore faut- il bien À soi 
&S liberté s ne, avec la crainte, car Re homme qui Me 


HE dieu comme un état où chaque homme persist e. 
demeurer bre’ et seul contre tous. Mécaniquement, | A se 


Es Elements of Law, chap. VIII, art. 4. Téviathor ep, x. HT RS 
2 De Corpore, chap. I, art. 6. NE SAS ee “: 

s De Cive, préface, p. xxx et chap. I, art. 4. L 
4 * De sie, chap. IX, *artr.9° Leviathor, chap. XXI, PP. 196. et Suiv. 
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392 ‘ | RAYMOND POLIN 
définira comme un “état d’ équilibre au sein © u 
me forces égales entre elles, isolées se libres, lancées 


ocean s’entre- ORNE se doute encore et ainsi de 
 finiment. Et cependant, chacune d'elles est mue par une cause £ 
nécessaire, soit directement, soit indirectement, par l'entre. | 
mise d’une téléologie raisonnable. Ce désordre en équipes # 
permanent, marqué par la crainte continuelle et le danger 
continuel de mort violente, c’est « l’état de liberté »+, c ’est la 
guerre. & 
Car l’état de nature ne dépeint aucune structure sociale D 
permanente, mais la guerre perpétuellement fluctuante de cha- 
cun contre tous. De cet état idéalement typique, la situation de 
quelques populations sauvages d'Amérique paraît à Hobbes 
fournir une illustration satisfaisante *. Le temps de la guerre 
. peut fort bien consister d’ailleurs dan un temps de « guerre - x 


_ froide », comme nous dirions à présent, où, sans qu’on en Aa 


vienne aux mains, la volonté de se battre est pleinement avérée, : | 
de même qu’un temps gris et couvert peut être déclaré plu- 


vieux, poeme s 7 ne pleut pas ge le DER «toans ME ES de 


. pour la science, ni pour aucune société, a même pour fe Fe 
relations stables du maître et de l'esclave, pas même pour un Se 
_lien permanent entre la mère et l’enfant. La vie de li homme 


est alors solitaire, pauvre, grossière, bestiale, brève. 2 


_ Tout se passe comme si l'humanité n’en pouvait éviter É 
_ l'expérience, tant elle constitue la première réaction la plus … 
raisonnable devant les périls courus. D'ailleurs, il suffit que & 
quelque homme refuse de vivre en société et préfère l’état de. rs 
liberté, ce que nul ne peut l'empêcher de faire, pour qu ils | 


impose aux autres la guerre. Mais ce n’est pas la seule condi- ;: 


tion ‘humaine mécaniquement possible. D’autres ee LE 


peuvent être réalisés, l'équilibre propre à l’état civil en géné. ALES 
ral, par exemple, ou à telle société civile particulière. On 


d LebhE ho. chap. XIII, pp. 114 et suiv. 
? De Cive, chap. I, art. 14. 
# Leviathan, chap. XIII, p. 118. 


forme d’ ne cit. | Ha ne suffit pas 
; bien faire. La raison, qui n 'est ni un. 


oboure. et ee EE mots comporte, les impulsions c cau- | 
ales Eee de l'extérieur ou des passions, re qui 


: | animale en une condition de vie et une seule, nt pour CR 


l'humanité, qui sur le pivot du discours rationnel, peut: 
ss ‘orienter vers l’état de nature ou vers un état civil. APE NES 
£ Pour Hobbes, la possibilité de ce choix ne ruine pas les 
structures déterministes de son système. L'homme peut opÉr 
- mais sa conduite n’en demeure pas moins nécessairement 


EE FE 
déterminée. Tout se passe comme si, dans le mécanisme rigou- ARTE 


: ride un mobile pouvait changer de direction sans que soit = 
modifiée la quantité de mouvement mise en jeu. C'est ce 


2 LATTES peer à leur és et quant à leur de 
Let Ce sont les Pneus qui ont ne et les  . qi 


LA , 
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è peut être entendue sous la forme sociale | Le 
one un at de sécurité où chacun conserve : bien n ps ÜT 


présidait au calcul guerrier. Mis de Souseliser passions * pro- 
prement humaines viennent donner à la vie un sens plus 
complexe : le désir de vivre suscite par enrichissement le désir : 
de bien vivre; le souci de sécurité dans le bien-être enveloppe : 
“le goût du confort, du loisir, d’une existence ornée par les . 
sciences et par les arts *. A l’espoir de conserver sa vie en: a 
For) défendant par la violence, succède chez l’homme l'espoir de 
ee: _ : bien vivre grâce à son travail “. L'abondance de tous les biens | 
propices au bien-être des hommes dépend uniquement de leur e 
travail et de leur industrie ‘. À côté de la force comme violence 
Ms apparaît donc un nouveau type de force, le travail; c'est la 
DES . force qui transforme les choses et éduque les autres hommes 
‘en vue de buts rationnellement calculés et conformément aux 
_ désirs humains. li à 
Or, la poursuite d’un but ainsi renouvelé peut s’effectuer 
dans des conditions nouvelles, si un nombre assez grand d’in- 
 dividus est sensible à l'expérience concrète, ou simplement : 
conceptuelle, de l’état de nature : dans la guerre, que l'égalité 
initiale des combattants rend perpétuelle, pPÉOGRE ne peus 
“espérer atteindre une bien longue mesure de vie*, Il suffit de 
RL voir, dit Hobbes, quelle merveille c’est, dans les nations sau- 
Frs | :vages, pauyres, hideuses de l’Amérique, qu’un homme vail- * 
A lant meure de vieillesse. sr TR 
dre. iles ‘hommes découvrent alors que le bien de ae coïn- 7 
pre _cide avec le bien commun, comme l'instinct l’apprend sponta- 
FO RES nément aux animaux “ee espèces sociables ” PnR recheEne 


Xe 


Se | 1 Leviathan, chap. XIV, p. 117. ECS 
die ec ? Leviathan, chap. XIII, p. 116. KT ES 
AU Sun"! * Leviathan, chap. XI, p. 86. Ge. 
» 4-44" Karl Marx a souligné l'importance que prenait, dans l’histoiré ae. er 
ER”? la philosophie, l'intérêt marqué par Hobbes pour le travail et pour son 
WA _ efficacité civilisatrice (Histoire des doctrines économiques, trad. ee _ 
Re MeV OR IT, p.46) : Fa ART 


ST ONE * Leviathan, chap. XXIV, p. 233. 
He ® De Cive, chap. IL, art. 14 et 16. 


Da / Elements of Law, chap. XIX, art. 5; remarque CEE dans le. és 
UT De Give, chap. V, art. 5. 


(os oits que Te: s’ HS en conséquence, sur n Free ue 
PIS fût-ce sur le corps ou sur la vie d'autrui ‘ 
C'est pourquoi, lorsque la raison calcule les moyens d'un ER 


“conise une nouvelle répartition de forces caractérisées : par 
- | l'inégalité. Que,, d’une part, chacun renonce au droit qu’il a 
sur toutes choses, c’est-à-dire renonce au libre usage de sa + 
force, à l'emploi de la force selon son propre calcul?. Que, 
d'autre part, la masse des forces ainsi abandonnées soit rassem- 
 blée et constitue une puissance supérieure sans commune 
- mesure avec la force d’un quelconque des particuliers *. La 
» seule condition à respecter, c’est que le nombre de ceux qui 
= forment äinsi une ligne défensive soit si grand qu'un petit 
= sucroît de force qui surviendrait à d'éventuels ennemis ne soit 
> pas un avantage assez considérable pour leur rendre la victoire 
infaillible “. 
“ Ainsi se constitue un corps politique, ou société civile (ou 
commonwealth) défini par la présence de cette force d’un 
_ genre nouveau, incomparablement plus puissante que n’im- 
> porte quelle force individuelle, orientée vers le bien-public, 
towards a more contented life ‘, et entièrement soumise à l’au- 
torité d’un homme ou d’une assemblée, le Souverain. Le 
Commonwealth-est une seule et unique personne, un homme 
artificiel; la mécanique humaine individuelle se trouve trans- 
» posée, grâce à son invention, à l'échelle sociale; le calcul de 
* son usage téléologique est dévolu au Souverain. Les forces en 
” présence sont inégales : les plus considérables sont concentrées 
‘et unies dans les mains souveraines et ne rencontrent en face 
> d'elles qu’une poussière de forces individuelles qui, bon gré, 
. mal gré ‘, sont contraintes à la soumission. Un nouvel équi- 
» libre s’est établi, le seul, aux yeux de Hobbes, qui constitue et 
| garantisse la paix. Les termes du problème mécanique ont 
Phase, ses principes sont demeurés les mêmes. | 


+ 1 Elements of Law, chap. XIV, art. 13. Leviathan, chap. XII, p. 111. 

> 2 Elements of Law, chap. XV, art. 2. De Cive, chap. IL, art. 3. 
e Leviathan, chap. XIV, p. 118. 

3 Elements of Law, chap. XIX, art. 8. 

« Elements of Law, chap. XIX, art. 3. 

5 Leviathan, chap. XVII, p. 153. 
Leviathan, chap. XVIII, pp. 159 et suiv. 
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4 état civil où régnerait la paix, c'est-à-dire la sécurité, elle pré- + Re ï 


fe 


les divers types de domination. Mais, dès 1640, le contexte 


+ dessein pacifique. 


‘à une domination acquise par la force et la puissance natu- Æ 


396. 


d'un corps politique pouvait être, en re cas, un mn Page 
ane naturel. Des ee a of law et même aie ke 1 De 


le  enbihans tout en conservant és mêmes OURS me : 


montrait qu'aucune formation d’un corps politique n est 

jamais le résultat d’un simple jeu de forces naturelles. Û 
Jamais il n’a admis que la domination du père sur son 

Etant soit fondée sur le fait que le père a engendré l’enfant et. 

qu’il le possède comme il possède le produit de son travail ” 

Car, alors, pourquoi l’enfant appartiendrait-il plutôt à la mère 

qu’ ‘au père, ou inversement ? En fait, l'enfant appartient à celui 


qui, le premier, l’a en sa puissance. Et l'obligation et pro- 


messe tacite d'’obéissance représentent la contre-partie des “ 
soins accordés aux enfants pour conserver leur vie et assurer. 
leur éducation. Le Leviathan n'hésite pas à définir cet me 
de services comme un véritable contrat *. Ainsi se constitue un. 
corps politique, la famille, où règne une domination absolue. 
et qui de proche en proche peut s’élargir jusqu'à former un. 
royaume patrimonial. Dans l’état de nature où les rapports de 
_ force sont cependant les mêmes, la domination paternelle ne 
Ê ‘institue pas; elle n'apparaît que lorsque ces rapports de AE +e 
sont reconnus et préservés en vertu d’un contrat et dans un. 


Le 
mr 
_ De même; la relation de maître à esclave ne se réduit pas é: 


relles. La meilleure preuve, c’est “ie on ne peut établir avec les 
bêtes une relation de même sorte *. L’esclave est celui qui, par 
crainte et pour éviter la mort, reconnaît à son vainqueur un : 
‘droit de domination sur lui et sur les biens qu'il possédait Re 
“auparavant. Réciproquement et en contre-partie de la vie qu ‘it # 
“lui conserve et de la confiance qu'il lui fait, le maître ee | 


È 


? Elements of Law, 2° partie, chap. IV, art. 3 et suiv. 
? Leviathan, chap. XX, p. 186. 


* Elements of Law, 2 partie, chap. III, art. 9. 
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… droits entre le maître et l’esclave. C’est donc bien d’un contrat 
qu'il s’agit‘. Ainsi naît un petit corps politique, com posé 
a un souverain'et d'un sujet. Quand le Maître à un si grand 
nombre d'eselaves qu'il ne peut être attaqué par ses voisins 
sans que ceux-ci ne courent un grand risque, ce Corps poli- 

. tique devient un Royaume despotique. \ 

: Hegel reprendra l'analyse de la relation de maître à esclave 
et y verra l’ origine des sociétés humaines et le point de passage 
obligé de leur histoire. C’est, en effet, des trois modes possibles 


Pa 


de domination distingués par Hobbes, celui où apparaissent 


pr 


avec le maximum de clarté, à la fois les forces naturelles en 


s? 


à 


. Hobbes, au contraire, moins préoccupé de philosophie de l’his- 


tion historique de l’esclave et cherche l’origine principale des 

_ sociétés dans le contrat constituant de toutes pièces 1” neue 

salvatrice à partir d’une égalité initiale nécessaire au calcul des 
‘contractants. 


F* 
/ 


voir est acquis par la force, mais seulement si les futurs 


_« sujets » reconnaissent et autorisent, une fois pour toutes, 


_ par crainte de la mort, tous les actes de celui qui a leurs vies 
. et leur liberté en son pouvoir ‘“. C’est par l’art que se trouve 


=: : Elements of Law, 2% partie, chap. III, art. 2 et suiv. 
2 On a longtemps. rattaché servus et servare à une même racine. 


signifiant garder, protéger. Mais M. Benvéniste a montré (Revue des. 


E Etudes latines, 1932, pp. 429 sq) que servus ou servire viendraient de 

» l'étrusque et n’auraient aucun rapport avec servare. 
3 De Cive, chap. VIIL art. 1 et suiv. Leviathan, chap. XX, p. 189. 
4 Leviathan, chap. XX, p. 186. 


HS qui oblige. mais ja fait de se soumettre afin de conserver 
sa vie, en vertu d'un pacte réciproque et d’un échange de 


- lutte, marquées par le sceau du risque de la vie, et la médiation 
… qui humanise la lutte et en fait l’origine d’une dialectique. 


| toire que de théorie politique, recherche les conditions de la 
=. paix et immobilise les sociétés despotiques dans l'inégalité qui 
la garantit. Il ne pressent pas les futures ressources de la posi- 


. . L # 
Ainsi, les deux types de domination « naturelle » ou, 
- comme dit le Leviathan, de domination par acquisilion ne sont 
à be 12 A « 
que des types accessoires. Même en ce qui les concerne, le pou- 


1 { 
EPA 


que souligne encore le verbe créer, et qui est tout entière con 


forces nouvelles afférant à des corps nouveaux et se distribuent : 
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nice type de SA Ja soute a q 
le titre de politique. Hobbes insiste sur 1 idée d’ art et d’ 


nue dans ce discours rationnel, ce calcul téléologique, qu’ est. 
le contrat, the covenant, source de commonwealth by institu- 
tion et principe de paix et de sécurité. Le contrat interrompt. Æ 
le mécanisme naturel simplement causal et lui substitue un. S 
mécanisme social artificiel où les forces se recomposent en. 


selon un plan téléologique, comme par une sorte de surdéter- 


.mination qui se superpose aux déterminations simplement 


causales de la nature. PS RL AE 


3 8:,* 
Dans le même moment, les notions naturelles de force et de 
puissance se trouvent transposées en notions civiles, sous forme Fe 
de droits ou de libertés, d'autorité ou de souveraineté. L'équi- … 
libre du commonwealth demeure fondé sur des forces, mais 


_… c’est en termes de droit qu’on le décrit. Il ne s’agit pas de dire 


que la force prime le droit. Elle le constitue. Covenants without 


_swords are but words. Pactes sans sabre ne sont que palabres. … 


Dans la société civile, la souveraineté consiste dans une 
puissance commune formée de la somme des forces et pouvoirs 


dont chacun s’est dépouillé par le contrat social, pour lui en 


faire transfert afin de vivre en paix et sécurité *. Par Re e 
la puissance souveraine est dépourvue de limites. Qu'elle soit 
d’origine institutionnelle, patrimoniale, ou despotique, les. 
droits du souverain sont les mêmes : ils sont absolus * Er 
toute société civile, il se trouve un certain homme, ou groupe 


0 hommes, qui à sur les particuliers une puissance aussi 
grande que celle que chacun possède dans l’état de nature sur 


sa propre personne. Car, si cette puissance était limitée, elle le 1e 


te 


serait par une autre, plus puissante encore, et ainsi de suite. PE 
“# 


Si bien que la dernière de ces puissances serait précisément - 


suprême et absolue : ce serait la puissance, souveraine égale à 


Ja totalité des forces possédées par tous les sons pris 


ensemble *. Ne. 3 

 Leviathan, Introduction. De Cive, Chad V,4atbr 32. Leviathan, 3 . 
chap. XVIII, pp. 159 et suiv. f < 
? Elements of Law, chap. XIX, art. 10. 
* Leviathan, chap. XX, p. 195. 


* De Cive, chap. VI, art. 18. G. Lyon, dans sa Philosophie de Hobbes | 5 
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Le souverain est au-dessus des lois, puisqu'il les établit, et 
n’est pas tenu par elles, puisqu'il pourrait s’en délivrer par 
d’autrés lois ?. Le souverain est au-dessus de la justice, puisque 
c'est lui qui définit le juste et l'injuste; tout ce qu’il prononce ! 
et accomplit est juste, du fait que ce sont des actes souverains. 
- Qui d'ailleurs pourrait accuser le souverain d'injustice, puisque." se 
” en vertu de l'institution du commonwealth chacun est auteur ee 
_ de tous les actes du souverain ? Il dispose donc d’un pouvoir 
_arbitraire et ne se trouve lié par aucun serment, par aucun 
contrat, pas même par le contrat social qui lie les sujets entre 
eux et au souverain, mais non pas le souverain à ses sujets, Car 
il n’a point passé de contrat avec eux ?. Tout ce qui affaiblit 
- ou divise ses pouvoirs est contraire à l'intégrité de la société 
civile. Sa domination ne peut être légitimement révoquée, Et 
- même par ceux qui l'ont une fois instituée. Le souverain est AE 
- Gone libre au sens où chaque homme l'était dans l’état de 
nature. CETTE NO 
L'absolutisme de Hobbes a donné lieu à bien des contre- | TR 
sens. On oublie souvent qu’il s’est considéré lui-même comme ze 
un homme parmi les hommes au nombre presque infini, du Fe 
bien-être desquels Dieu a chargé les rois : for God made Kings 7, 
! jor the people, and not people for Kings *. | RES TS 
x Il faut donc prendre le mot de liberté au sens où Hobbes  . : 
exige qu'on l’entende. Le souverain est libre parce qu'il ES es 
rencontre aucune limite, aucun obstacle extérieur à lui-même 
dans l'exercice de sa propre puissance. Mais le souverain, qui 
14 est l’âme du corps politique, est par excellence doué de parole 
et capable de calculs téléologiques, bref, capable de raison. * ee k 
C’est pourquoi la souveraineté n’est pas la puissance de faire : 
n'importe quoi. à 
Le. Au fur et à mesure qu'il prend de l’âge et que son expé- | 
rience s’accroît, Hobbes est de plus en-plus préoccupé d’écarter 
{out ce qui pourrait réduire la puissance souveraine ou Servir | ré 
‘de prétexte pour la limiter. Les Elements of law maintiennent A Fe 
une loi au-dessus du souverain, c’est le salus populi, qui ue: RE 


_& 

£ ne LE 
4 (p.179), décrit l'argumentation hobbienne comme une sorte de démons te 
 tration ontologique. à LAS OMPIEE 
— *  : De Cive, chap. VI, art. 14. Leviathan, chap. XVITL, p. 162: || Re NE ANS 
D -- © 2 Leviathan, chap. XVIIL, p. 161. È Dore 
n … s Dialogue between a philosopher and a student of common Law, $ FA a 


# = Molesworth, VI, p. 13. 


ù quence, au souverain un certain omb 
comme conformes à k loi Le nature : de 


des. res qui me pour lui résumés Las ett 
seule maxime : « Que le salut du peuple soit la loi suprême? 2» 
nn au lieu ue ces jé soient pe sous ; forme d D 


:  neohe de ce salut : 
: -<nnemis du dehors, il convient d'entretenir des Res. si D 
4 veut Fes la je au dedans, il convient de rte ee 


puisque : sa politique se RSR TA en fin de compte contre 
Pl el empirerait sa propre condition P x TA 
Le Leviathan abandonne le plus souvent le terme de devoir 
À ol et de fonction (office), des re du souver 


; _ people), c’est-à-dire son bien-être et sa ve Déractlén) (a+ 


e contentments of life) *. Mais Hobbes ne cesse de considérer 
A C ‘est là une obligation imposée par la loi de nature, c 'est- 
us par J téKologie rationnelle. 1Gèr, si a Se abso- 


x Î 


1 Elements of Law, 2° partie, A IX, art. let suiv. 
2 De Cive, chap. XIII, art. 2 et suiv. 

#4 De Cive, chap. VI, art. 13, remarque de 1648. 
_* Leviathan, chap. XXX, pp. 322 et suiv. 


OS ser en quelques mots les causes et les motifs des lois- Ress 
édite «pour appuyer sur leur caractère raisonnable A 
éissance qu’elles imposent ?. nt Nr 

2 On voit donc qe la puissance souveraine n'est pas D 


Ée 


non Doré par les énsites de la raison, mais par 1e cales Lac 

_ pratiques et raisonnables d’une humanité à la recherche de Re 

paix, de la sécurité et du bien- être. La mécanique sociale 
_s’institue le moins possible au niveau des forces physiques, le 

_ plus possible au niveau des passions, et le moins possible au # | 
| niveau des passions animales, le plus possible au niveau des Le rie 


Sr ; 


ons raisonnables excitées de l’extérieur par les œuvres de. 
la raison et de l’intérieur par ses calculs. 0 
On peut même se demander si l'équilibre social, dans t une 
2 société bien policée, ne réside pas tout entier à |” intérieur. do. 
souverain lui-même et dans le gouvernement de ses propres te 
_ raisons et de ses propres passions. Car, en face de lui, ses 
sujets ne composent pas de forces appréciables *, capables de À 
lui faire équilibre. Ils n’ont de force que tous ensemble; C ’est he a 


de Ja force même du souverain. Si dure que soit la condition des RS 


il ME Du ou dans les affres de la guerre civile; tel est | 


CE 


Durs ne ACTA pas se gouverner chacun Sie ne ., 
Tout usage autonome de la force est interdit aux ie Re 
ns r état civil, ils ne sont ni les juges, ni les instruments de ee 
| propre défense, pas même contre Je souverain, fa 


3 Leviathan, chap. XXX, p. 336. x 27 HN MATE 
_? Les idées de Hobhes s'accordent ici manifestement avec 16 ‘Abe 
trines qui animent la monarchie française, à l'époque où il fait, em 
France, l'épreuve de Ja monarchie absolue. Le cardinal de Richelieu AVES 
re dans son Testament politique (éd. André, pp. 325 sq.) recommandait Sy 

: au souverain d'être aussi raisonnable qu’absolu. « Si l’homme est souve- Era ; 

%  rainément raisonnable, il doit souverainement faire régner la raison. j. a NS 
Et il précède très exactement Hobbes, en écrivant : « L'autorité contraint 
a. _l’obéissance, maïs la raison y persuade..., on gagne ainsi insensibl se 
nent les volontés des hommes ». RAS Ne: 


 % Leviathan, chap. XVIII, p. 169. ii 
né De Cive, chap. VI, art. 13, remarque. Leviathan, chap. XVI, an W 


‘qui se confondent ‘. 


. monisme du mouvement. En revanche, dès que Hobbes consi- 
 dère l’homme doué de la parole et prévoyant de l’avenir, 


calculs téléologiques, les équilibres mécaniques qu'il décrit  : 
subissent une véritable mutation. Au niveau de l’état de a 
nature, nous dirions, en termes modernés, que l'équilibre "5 


l'égalité de l’action et de la réaction n'étant plus respecté, ce : 


o 
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tyrannique. La rébellion, la révolte sont par 
crime contre le droit du souverain et contre le bien comm ni 


ob social. Aucune ne n'en. ee être proposée : ï 
n’y a de rébellion légitime, ni au nom de la religion, ni au. 
nom de la conscience, ni au nom de la justice. La menace de la | 
révolte, la présence virtuelle de forces rebelles ne doivent donc 
pas entrer en ligne de Re dans le calcul de l'équilibre 
politique. 

Les sujets n’ont d’autre pouvoir que d’user de leur liberté: ; 
Mais la liberté civile n’a plus rien de commun avec la liberté 
de l’état de nature, qui est la liberté de lutter pour se survivre FAO 
Elle consiste à agir volontairement, librement, conformément ss 
aux lois établies dans le cadre de la toute-puissance du souve- 
rain. Là seulement où la loi se tait, les sujets retrouvent leur 


RTE AU 


plus grande liberté. La véritable et profitable liberté, ce n’est 
d’ailleurs pas la liberté des individus, mais celle du common- 
wealth qui se confond avec celle du souverain. La liberté du ee. 
-commonwealth assurant sa sécurité et son bien-être, elle réa- 
lise les buts que les individus absolument libres de l’état de “3 
nature cherchaient vainement à réaliser. Il suffit donc que le “À 
souverain soit libre pour que chaque citoyen le soit également. ‘4 
Aussi longtemps qu'il a affaire à des phénomènes natu- £ 
rels, le mécanisme hobbien les décrit sous la forme d’équi- = 
libres de mouvements, de forces, de conatus, qui obéissent au | 
principe d'égalité de l’action et de la réaction. L’individu téléo-_ x 
logique humain demeure encore intégralement soumis à ce ee Re 


capable d'utiliser les chaînes des causes et des effets à l’aide de 


affecte un aspect statistique. Au niveau de l’état civil, et dans … 
le cadre d’un seul commonwealth, le principe de l'égalité de . 


; be 


DARL AIT 


Elements of Law, 2° partie, chap. VIII. De Cive, chap. XII. Lie 
than, chap. XXIX. 


? Leviathan, chap. XXI, pp. 199 et suiv. 
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Eve rt plis: si équilibre mécanique qui règne, mais le déséqui- . 
PES la otalité des forces du peuple se trouvant concentrées 

. dans les mains du seul souverain, sans aucune contre- -partie . 
SR ObE ou imaginable. 

Hobbes ne cherche pas, en effet, comme Machiavel avant 
lui, les règles techniques permettant de conquérir, puis de 
garder le pouvoir. Il se préoccupe, par-dessus tout, de mettre 
la science politique au service de la paix, de la sécurité et du 
bien-être. C’est un conservateur ‘. Et il n’a pas trouvé de moyen 
de sauvegarde plus efficace que de réunir tous les pouvoirs 
- dans le seul souverain. L'équilibre d’une balance aux plateaux 
également chargés n'est-il pas éminemment instable? La 
moindre surcharge d’un côté ou de l’autre n'est-elle pas capa- 
ble de le rompre ? Si, au contraire, toute la charge est concen- 
trée d’un seul côté, si l’autre plateau est vide, le fléau est 
immobilisé d’une façon très stable, dans une position qui peut, 
être aisément conservée. Le souverain — n’a-t-il pas légitime 
ment tous les droits ? — définira cette position comme l’i Imepe | 3 
même de la justice. 6 RS 

Le plan est sans doute rudimentaire; c'est à coup sûr CHE 
plus efficace. Et peut-être le seul efficace, si l’on songe que, 
de nos jours encore, l’hégémonie d’une grande puissance est 
toujours recherchée comme le moyen le meilleur et le plus 
pratique de mettre fin à l’état de nature régissant les relations 
internationales, et comme le plus sûr garant de la per uni- 
verselle. | 

Est-ce à dire que Hobbes ait sacrifié le mécanisme à des 
exigences pratiques ? Absolument pas. Si l'équilibre est rompu 
à l'échelle du commonwealth, il l’est conformément aux lois 
du mécanisme. Ce déséquilibre mécanique est d’ailleurs inséré 
cet compris entre deux équilibres, l’un au niveau de l'individu 
souverain, l’autre au niveau des relations internationales. 
D'une part, la décision et les actes du souverain, qui résume LOT 
en sa personne la totalité des volontés des citoyens, résultent, | NEA 
en effet, de la composition mécaniste et nécessaire des forces 
qui le meuvent après qu’elles ont été rationnellement reprises de 
ou téléologiquement orientées. Au niveau de la POR#dRe entre +144) 
les nations, d’autre part, la puissance d’une nation s ’oppose 


TT 


1 Cf. notre étude sur Le Bien et le Mal chez Hobbes (Revue philo- 
_sophique, 1946, p. 321). 


els: Ge est bien ainsi qu ‘elle se EN redte ce M. 
ce qui la fonde: Pour Hobbes, la justice ne se réduit as 


Lapparence.à . + dépens des pouyoirs : = He: est l'e » 


On the Spirit of Hobbes’ Political Philosophy 


by Leo Srrauss 


Thomas Hobbes regarded himself as the founder of polit- 
ical philosophy or political science. He knew of course that 
the great honor which he claimed for himself was awarded, by 
almost universal consent, to Socrates. Nor was he allowed to 
forget the notorious fact that the tradition which Socrates had 
originated was still powerful in his own age. But he was 
certain that traditional political philosophy “ was rather a 
dream than science ”. 

Present-day scholars are not impressed by Hobbes’ claim. 
They note that he was deeply indebted to the tradition which 
he scorned. Some of them come close to suggesting that he 
was one of the last schoolmen. Lest we overlook the wood for 
the trees, we shall reduce for a while the significant results 
of present-day polymathy into the compass of one sentence. 
Hobbes was indebted to tradition for a single but momentous 
idea: he accepted on trust the view that political philosophy 
or political science is possible or necessary. 

To understand Hobbes’ astonishing claim means to pay 
proportionate attention to his emphatic rejection of the tradi- 
tion on the one hand, and to his almost silent agreement 
with it on the other. For this purpose one must first identify 
the tradition. More precisely one must first see that tradition 
es Hobbes saw it and forget for a moment how it presents itself 
to the present-day historian. Hobbes mentions the following 
representatives of the tradition by name : Socrates, Plato, 
Aristotle, Cicero, Seneca, Tacitus, and Plutarch. He then 


particular tradition. He identifies it with that tradition whose 


because it is animated by a political spirit. He identifies tra- 
ditional political philosophy with that particular tradition 


does not mention that tradition whose most famous represen- 
_tatives might be thought to be “ the sophists ”, Epicurus, and 
_Carneades. The anti-idealistic tradition simply did not exist. 
for. him—as a tradition of political philosophy. For it was 
_ ignorant of the very idea of political philosophy as Hobbes 
. understood it. It was indeed concerned with the nature of 
political things and especially of justice. It was also con- 
_cerned with the question of the right life of the individual and 
_ therefore with the question of whether or how the individual 


_ thing that is choiceworthy for its own sake. 
with the idealistic tradition, Hobbes expresses then his tacit 


agreement with the idealistic view of the function or the scope | 
Of political philosophy. Like Cicero before him he sides with 


_ political philosophy is concerned with natural right. He : 
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tacitly identifies the tradition of political philosophy witl 


basic premises may be stated as follows: the noble and th 
just is fundamentally distinguished from the pleasant, and is 
by nature preferable to it; or, there is a natural right that is” 
wholly independent of any human compact or convention; 1 
or, there is a best political order which is best because it is 0 
according to nature. He identifies traditional political philo- F. 
sophy with the quest for the best regime or for the simply just 
social order, and therefore with a pursuit that is political not 
merely because it deals with political matters but above all 


4 


À 


that was public spirited or—to employ a term which is loose 

indeed but at present still easily intelligible—that was 

idealistic. | 
When speaking of earlier political philosophers, Hobbes 


L 
ot 


ne Ho AG 
PLATE = TTC 28 2e 
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for his ease or for his glory. But it was not political. It was 
not public-spirited. It did not preserve the orientation of 


_statesmen while enlarging their views. It was not dedicated Frs 


+. 

E 

j 

4 

Fe 

F 

à. 

could use civil society for his private, non-political purposes: me. 
CE 

: 


to the concern with the right order of society as with some- 


| 


By tacitly identifying traditional political PÉTER 


Cato against Carneades. He presents his novel doctrine as the sé : | 
first truly scientific or philosophic treatment of natural law: 
he agrees with the Socratic tradition in holding the view that 
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Ed divers others le done ” he on not |‘refér to Pobenis 
| 2e * Épicurus, or Carneades. He fears that his Leviathan might 


_ comparing the Leviathan to Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura. 
fundamental agreement with it. He means to do adequately 


_ what the Socratic tradition did in a wholly inadequate manner. 
He means to succeed where the Socratic tradition had failed. 


4 He traces the failure of the idealistic tradition to one fun- 
3 _ damental mistake: traditional political philosophy assumed: 
E. that man is by nature a political or social animal. By reject- 
7 ing this assumption, Hobbes joins indeed the Epicurean tradi- 
4 tion. He accepts its view that man is by nature or originally an 


 a-political and even an a-social animal, as well as its premise 


which has revolutionized human life everywhere on a scale 
never yet approached by any other teaching. 


_ Hobbes was well understood by Edmund Burke. “ Boldness 
the old Epicureans, rather an unenterprising race. But of late 
they are grown active, designing, turbulent, and seditious. ” 


_pre-modern atheist doubted that social life requires belief in, 


arose together in the same moment and in the same mind. 


we must not lose sight of his natural philosophy. His natural 


Le - sophers ”.. What he learned from Plato’s natural philosophy 


remind his readers of Plato’s Republic: no one could dream of - 


 Hobbes rejects the idealistic tradition on the basis ôf a 


that the good is fundamentally identical with the pleasant. But. 
_he uses that a-political view for a political purpose. He gives 
that a-political view a political meaning. He tries to instill 

the spirit of political idealism into the hedonistic tradition. 
He thus became the creator of political hedonism, a doctrine É 


The epoch-making change which we are forced to trace to 

formerly was not the character of atheists as such. They were f: 

. even of a character nearly the reverse; they were formerly like 
Political atheism is a distinctly modern phenomenon. No 
and worship of, God or gods. If we do not permit ourselves 


_ to be deceived by ephemeral phenomena, we realize that polit- 
ical atheism and political hedonism belong together. Ni 


"+ z philosophy is of the type classically represented by Democri- 
tean-Epicurean physics. Yet he regarded, not Epicurus or ; 
_  Democritus, but Plato as “the best of the ancient philo: 


For in trying to understand Hobbes’ political HHtlo OBS bre 


ds 2 
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was “ob {hat the universe cannot LÉ 

 ruled by divine intelligence. Whatever may. have been à. 
 Hobbes’ private thoughts, his natural philosophy is as atheistié LR 

as Epicurean physics. What he learned from Plato’s natural 7e 

; RRICSSPRX was that mathematics is “ the mother of all natural 

2 science ”. By being both mathematical and materialistic- 
| chi nt Hobbes natural philosophy is a combination of. 
Platonic physics with Epicurean physics. From his point Las me Fe 
Fe, pre-modern philosophy où science as a whole was T2 

“ rather a dream than science ” precisely because it did not 
think of that combination. His philosophy as a whole may | 
be said to be the classic example of the typically modern com- 
bination of political idealism with a materialistic and atheistic | 
view of the whole. 
Positions that are originally incompatible with each other 
can. be combined in two ways. The first way is the eclectic 
| compromise which remains on the same plane as the original 
_ positions. The other way is the synthesis which becomes 
de un through the transition of thought from the plane of 
the original positions to an entirely different plane. The com- 
_ bination effected by Hobbes is a synthesis. He may or May - 
; Hot have been aware that he was in fact combining two 
__ opposed traditions. He was fully aware that his thought pre 
 supposed a radical break with all traditional thought, orthe 
_  abandonment of the plane on which “ Platonism” and 
pro : Epicureanism ” had carried on their secular struggle. 
_Hobbes as well as his most illustrious contemporaries were #3 
nr honed or elated by a sense of the complete failure ut 70 
LE TPE Mraditional philosophy. A glance at present and past contro- ne 
| a 1 . versies sufficed to convince them that philosophy, or the quest #40 
| _ for wisdom, had not succeeded in transforming itself into Fa 
De _wisdom. This overdue transformation was now to be effected. ; 
RORAUSE . To succeed where tradition had failed, one has to start with 


No A + 
4 , 


La _ reflections on the conditions which have to be fulfilled if D. 
L A4 ? _ wisdom is to become actual: one has to start with reflections | à. 
SA Hs, * on the right method. The purpose of these reflections was to 
guarantee the actualization of wisdom. EE 4 


The failure of ONE) Re showed itself most # 
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rie ET never r Vet succecded in overcoming skepticism 


É Sea and for all. To guarantee the actualization of wisdom 


means to eradicate skepticism by doing justice to the truth 


embodied in skepticism. For this purpose, one must first - 
give free rein to the most extreme skepticism: what survives 


the onslaught of the most extreme skepticism is the absolutely 
safe basis of wisdom. The actualization of wisdom is identical 
With the erection of an absolutely dependable dogmatic edifice 
on the foundation of extreme skepticism. 

The experiment with extreme skepticism was then guided 
by the anticipation of a new type of dogmatism. Of all 
known scientific pursuits, mathematics alone had been success- 


ful. The new dogmatic philosophy must therefore be con- 


structed on the pattern of mathematics. The mere fact that 
the only certain knowledge which was available is not 
concerned with ends, but “ consists in comparing figures and 


motions only ” created a prejudice against any teleological : 


view, or a prejudice in favor of a mechanistic view. It is 


perhaps more accurate to say that it strengthened a prejudice 
already in existence. For it is probable that what was fore- 


most in Hobbes’ mind was the vision, not of a new type of 


philosophy or science, but of a universe that is nothing 


but bodies and their aimless motions. The failure of the 


predominant philosophic tradition could be traced directly to. 


the difficulty with which every teleological physics is beset, 
and the suspicion arose quite naturally that, due to social 
pressures of various kinds the mechanistic view had never 
been given a fair chance to show its virtues. But precisely if 
Hobbes was primarily interested in a mechanistic view, he was 


inevitably led, as matters stood, to the notion of a dogmatic 


philosophy based on extreme skepticism. For he had learned 


from Plato or Aristotle that if the universe has the character 


ascribed to it by Democritean-Epicurean physics, it excludes 
the possibility of any physics, of any science; or, in other 


words, that consistent materialism necessarily culminates in 


skepticism. “Scientific materialism ” could not become poss- 


_ ible if one did not first succeed in guaranteeing the possibility 

_ of science against the skepticism engendered by materialism. 

Only the anticipatory revolt against a materialistically under- | 
_ stood universe could make possible a science of such a universe. 


: how that the corporeal mind Den of Very smoo 
round particles with which Epicurus remained satisfi 
an inadequate solution. He was forced to wonder wheth: 
the universe did not leave room for an artificial island, 
Fe ‘island to be created by science. 
.. The solution was suggested by the facts that mathemati 
Lx the model of the new philosophy, was itself. exposed 
. skeptical attack and proved capable of resisting it by unde 
going a specific transformation or interpretation. To “ avo 
él the cavils of the skeptics ” at “that so much renown 
= 1 al of geometry.. I thought it necessary in my def 
tions to express those motions by which nee 
_solids, and figures, were drawn and described. 
à . stated, we have absolutely certain or scientific knowledge onl 
2 of Fboée Subjects, of which we are the causes, or whose con: 
S struction is in our own power or depends on our arbitrary 
will. The construction would not be fully in our power 
there were a single step of the construction that is not fully 
_ lexposed to our supervision. The construction must be co: 
scious construction: it is impossible to know a scientific. 
truth without knowing at the same time that we have m 
Kit The construction would not be fully in our power if it 
_ made use of any matter, i.e. of anything that is not itself ow 
és _construct. The world of our constructs is wholly unenigm 
LE . because we are its sole cause and hence we have perfect kn 
_ ledge of its cause. The cause of the world of our construc 
me | does not have a further cause, a cause that is not, or not full, 
within our power: the world of our constructs has an absoluti 
beginning or is a creation in the strict sense. The world 
_ our constructs is therefore the desired island that is ‘exem] 
from the flux of blind and aimless causation. The dise 


j Nb matter. That discovery ïe invention Riel se 
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tually an attitude of neutrality or indifference towards the 
secular conflict between materialism and spiritualism. Hobbes 
had the earnest desire to be a ‘“ metaphysical ” materialist. 
But he was forced to rest satisfied with a “ methodical ” 
materialism. 

We understand only what we make. Since we do not 
make the natural beings, they are strictly speaking unintel- 
ligible. According to Hobbes, this fact is perfectly compatible 
with the possibility of natural science. But it leads to the 
consequence that natural science is and will always remain 
fundamentally hypothetical. Yet this is all we need in order 
to make ourselves masters and owners of nature. Still, 
however much man may succeed in his conquest of nature, he 
will never be able to understand nature. The universe will 
always remain wholly enigmatic. It is this fact that ultimate- 
lÿ accounts for the persistence of skepticism and justifies 
skepticism to à certain extent. Skepticism is the inevitable 
outcome of the unintelligible character of the universe or of 
the unfounded belief in its intelligibility. In other words, 
since natural things are as such mysterious, the knowledge 
or ceriainty engendered by nature necessarily lacks evidence. 
Knowledge based on the natural working of the human mind 
is necessarily exposed to doubt. For this reason Hobbes parts 
company With pre-modern nominalism in particular. Pre- 
modern nominalism had faith in the natural working of the 
human mind. It showed this faith especially by teaching that 
natura occulte operatur in universalibus, or that the “ anti- 
cipations ” by virtue of which we take our bearings in ordinary 
life and in science, are products of nature. For Hobbes, the 
natural origin of the universals or of the anticipations was 
a compelling reason for abandoning them in favor of artificial 
“ intellectual tools ”. There is no natural harmony between 
the human mind and the universe. 

Man can guarantee the actualization of wisdom since wis- 
dom is identical with free construction. But wisdom can not 
be free construction if the universe is intelligible. Man can 
guarantee the actualization of wisdom, not in spite of, but 
because of the fact that the universe is unintelligible. Man 
can be sovereign only because there is no cosmic support for 
his humanity. He can be sovereign only because he is 


A2 5 00 eu) 
absolutely a stranger in the universe. E 
only because he is forced to be sovereign. 
is unintelligible, and since control of nature do s 
Er understanding of nature, there are no knowable li 
conquest of nature. He has nothing to lose but his © 
and, for all he knows, he ay have everything to gain. 8 
Fu is certain is that man's natural state is misery; t} 
de, _ vision of the City of Man to be erected on the ruins of the Ge 
“ = of God is an unsupported hope. ù 
De | It is hard for us to understand how Hobbes could be so 
hopeful where there was so much cause for despair. Some- 
how the experience as well as the legitimate anticipation of 
unheard of progress within the sphere which is subject to. 
human control, must have made him insensitive to “the. 
__eternal silence of those infinite spaces ” or to the crackings of 
the moenia mundi. In fairness to him one must add that the 


_ experienced have not yet succeeded in extinguishing the hope 
which he, together with his most illustrious contemporaries, 3 
has kindled. Still less have they succeeded in breaking down D 
de the walls which he erected as if in order to limit his vision. 
es The conscious constructs have indeed been replaced by the 
unplanned workings of “ History ”. But “ History ” limits our . #3 
vision in exactly the same way in which the conscious con- | 4 

_ structs limited the vision of Hobbes: “ History ” too fulfills 
Li function of enhancing the status of man and of hi 

“world” by making him oblivious of the whole or of … 
eternity. : In its final stage, the typically modern re t# 


É 7? Two quotations taken from authors who belong to opposed camps 
but to the same spiritual family, may serve as illustrations. We reat 
in Friedrich Engels’ Ludwig Feuerbach und der Ausgang der deutsch 
klassischen Philosophie: ‘nichts besteht vor (der dialektischen Phil 
sophie) als der ununterbrochene Prozess des Werdens und Vergehens, 
. des Aufsteigens ohne Ende vom Niedern zum Hôhern… Wir brauchen 
hier nicht auf die Frage einzugehn, ob diese Anschauungsweise durchaus 
mit dem jetzigen Stand der Naturwissenschaft stimmt, die der Existen: di 
er Erde selbst ein Re ie ihrer Bewohnbarkeit aber ein ziem 


nur einen aufsteigenden, sondern auch einen absteigenden Ast : zu 
kennt. Wir befinden uns jedenfalls noch ziemlich weit von dem Wen- 
3 ta ” We read in J. J. Bachofen’s Die Sage von Tanaquil : 
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à ‘expresses itself in the suggestion that the highest principle 
which as such has no relation to any possible cause or causes 
of the whole, is the mysterious ground of “ History ” and, 
being wedded to man and to man alone, is so far from Men 
eternal that it is coeval with human history. 
| To return to Hobbes, his notion of philosophy or science 
# has its root in the conviction that a teleological cosmology is 
impossible and in the feeling that a mechanistic cosmology 
fails to satisfy the requirement of intelligibility. His solution 
is that the end or the ends without which no phenomenon can 
be understood, need not be inherent in the phenomena: the end 
inberent in the concern with knowledge suffices. Knowledge 
as the end supplies the indispensable teleological principle. 
Not the new mechanistic cosmology, but what later on came 
to be called epistemology becomes the substitute for teleolo- 
Re gical cosmology. But knowledge cannot remain the end if the 
whole is simply unintelligible: Scientia propter potentiam. 


4 AIT intelligiblity or all meaning has its ultimate root in human 
2 needs. The end, or the most compelling end posited by 
5 human desire is the highest principle, the organizing principle. 


À But if the human good becomes the highest principle, polit- 
ical science, or social science, becomes the most important 
_ kind of knowledge, as Aristotle had predicted. In the words 


4 of Hobbes, Dignissima certe scientiarum haec ipsa est, quae ad 
Principes pertinet, hominesque in regendo genere humano 


W" 
| 


occupatos. One cannot leave it then at saying that Hobbes 


du w 


_ ical philosophy is incomparably greater than the expectation 
of the classics: no Scipionic dream illumined by ie true 


“ Der Orient huldigt dem Naturstandpunkt, der Occident ersetzt be 


dieser Unterordnung der gôttlichen unter die menschliche Idee die letzte 
Stufe des Abfalls von einem früheren erhabeneren Standpunkte zu 
erkennen. Und dennoch enthält dieser Rückgang den Keim zu einem 


unséres Geïistes aus den lähmenden Fesseln einer kosmisch-physischen 


A sains d'in 


an die Endlichkeït seines Stammes glaubt, so freut der Rômer sich der 
_  Ewigkeit seines Staates, an welcher zu zweifeln er gar nicht fähig ist. ” 
The italics are not in the originals. 


agrees with the idealistic tradition in regard to the function & 
and scope of political philosophy. His expectation from polit- 


durch den geschichtlichen Man kônnte sich versucht fühlen, in 


sehr wichtigen Fortschritt. Denn als solchen haben wir jede Befreiung 


Lebensbetrachtung anzusehen. Wenn der Etrusker bekümmerten Sinnes … 


: oi all that men can 4 politica 
_ stood, Hobbes is indeed the ounder 


# 
2 


sine 


covered the one on which Hobbes coul ee his fe 
tes ture. When trying to understand the thought of Machiayelli | 


2 . deb to him: “I... hold there is no sin but ignorance ”. 
Fe This is almost a definition of the re Besides, no on 


he he continued the PPS of political idealism. But. 
he oi the idealistic view of the intrinsic nobility ci 


ti antiquity and especially of republican Rome is Re the LÉ: 
reverse side of his rejection of classical political philosophy. À 
He rejected classical political philosophy, and therewith the 
ie pue Mon of political philosophy in the full sense Lo : 


et 


Pan 


de e oder which agrees with the requirements of virtue, or as 
. _ excellence, or the perfection of human nature. It had demand- 
ed that the best political order, in order to be a reasonable go 
» : # must be possible, but it had not regarded its actualization a 
AE _ necessary or even as probable: its actualization was though 
Vus . to depend on chance. The best or simply just political orde 
A is the object of a wish or prayer; it is of its essence to exist 
Fe speech as distinguished from deed. Since classical poli 
% … philosophy had taken its bearings by the perfection of bumar 


nature, it necessarily and consciously culminated 


5 
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in order to guarantee the actualization of wisdom, Machiavelli 


abandoned the original meaning of the good society or of the 


good life in order to guarantee the actualization of the good 


society or of the good life. What would happen to those 5 
natural inclinations of man or of the human soul whose 


demands simply transcend the lowered goal was of no concern 
to Machiavelli. He disregarded those inclinations. He limit- 
ed his horizon in order to get results. And as for the power 


of chance, Fortuna appeared to him in the shape of a woman 
who can be forced by the right kind of men: chance can be : 


conquered. 


Machiavelli justified his demand for a “ realistic ” political % 
philosophy by reflections on the foundations of civil society, 
- and this means ultimately by reflections on the whole within 

which man lives. There is no superhuman, no natural sup- 
port for justice. All human things fluctuate too much to 
permit their subjection to stable principles of justice. Necessity fa 
rather than moral purpose determines what is in each case 
the sensible course of action. Therefore, civil society cannot 
even aspire to being simply just. All legitimacy has its root 
in illegitimacy; all social or moral orders have been establish- 
ed with the help of morally questionable means; civil society 
has its root not in justice but in injustice. The founderofthe 
most renowned of all commonwealths was a fratricide. 


Justice in any sense is possible only after a social order has 


- been established; justice in any sénse is possible only within 


a man-made order. Yet the founding of civil society, the 


supreme case in politics, is imitated, within civil society, in 
all extreme cases. Machiavelli takes his bearings not so much. 
by how men live, as by the extreme case. He believes that the 
extreme case is more revealing of the roots of civil society and 
therefore of its true character than is the normal case. The. 


# 


)ora revolt 
. against Te led ! to the. ne of patriotism or merely | 
Te political virtue for human excellencé or, more particularly, for 

moral virtue and the contemplative life. It entailed a deliber- 
ate lowering of the ultimate goal. The goal was lowered in Ê 
order to increase the probability of its attainment. Just as 
Hobbes later on abandoned the original meaning of wisdom 


# 


es _ to be made independent of any RE 


de men most of the time, can it be effectual or of practical value. 


SFYARS As natural and the non-natural, which is, as it were, the status 
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root or the efficient cause takes the place c 
purpose. 


political Virte for on virtue, or. qe dif 
in Machiavelli’s admiration for the lupine policies of. repub- 
lican Rome, that induced Hobbes to attempt the restoration of ; 
the moral PHneipIens of DR i.e. of natural law, on the plane, _. 
of Machiavelli’s “ realism ”. In making this attempt he was 
_mindful of the fact that man can not guarantee the actualiza- 
tion of the right social order if he does not have certain or … 
exact or scientific knowledge of both the right social order and 
_the conditions of its actualization. He attempted therefore in 
the first place a rigorous deduction of the natural or moral 
law. To “ avoid the cavils of the skeptics ”, natural law had 
de ‘“ anticipations ” 
: and therefore of the consensus gentium. The predominant 
tradition had defined natural law with a view to the 
. end or the perfection of man as a rational and social 
animal. What Hobbes attempted to do on the basis of 
D. Machiavelli’ s fundamental objection to the utopian teaching of 
. the tradition, although in opposition to Machiavelli’s own 
à _ solution, was to maintain the idea of natural law but to L. 
ie divorce it from the idea of man's perfection: only if natural 
law can be deduced from how men actually live, from the PE 
_ most powerful force that actually determines all men, or most 12 : 


féiThe complete basis of natural law must be sought, not in the 
end of man, but in his beginnings, in the prima naturae or 
rather in the primum naturae. What is most powerful in 
most men most of the time is not reason but passion. Natural 
law will not be effectual if its principles are distrusted by 
— passion or are not agreeable to passion. Natural law must be 
_deduced from the most powerful of all passions. xt 

_ But the most powerful of all passions will be a natural 
‘fact, and we are not to assume that there is a natural support 
for justice or for what is human in man. Or is there a 
passion, or an object of passion, which is in a sense anti- 
4. natural, which marks the point of indifference between the 


evanescendi of nature and therefore a possible origin for the 
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ronquter. of nature, or for freedom? The most powerful of 
all passions is the fear of death, and more particularly, the 


LE of violent death at the hands of others: not nature, but 

“ that terrible enemy of nature, death ”, yet death insofar as 
man can do something about it, i.e. death insofar as it can be 
avoided or avenged, supplies the ultimate guidance. * Death 
takes the place of the telos. Or, to preserve the ambiguity of 
Hobbes’ thought, let us say that the fear of violent death 
expresses most forcefully the most powerful and the most 
fundamental of all natural desires, the initial desire, the 
desire for self-preservation. 

If then, natural law must be deduced from the desire for 
self-preservation, if, in other words, the desire for self-pre- 
servation is the sole root of all justice and morality, the fun- 
damental moral fact is not a duty but a right: all duties are 
derivative from the fundamental and inalienable right of self- 
preservation. There are then no absolute or unconditional 
duties: duties are binding only to the extent to which their 
performance does not endanger our self-preservation. Only 
the right of self-preservation is unconditional or absolute. By 
nature, there exists only a perfect right and no perfect duty. 
Since the fundamental and absolute moral fact is a right and 
not a duty, the function as well as the limits of civil society 
must be defined in terms of man's natural right and not in 
terms of his natural duty. The state has the function not of 
producing or promoting a virtuous life, but of safeguarding 
the natural right of each. And the power of the state finds its 


absolute limit in that natural right and in no other moral 


fact. If we may call liberalism that political doctrine which : 
regards as the fundamental political fact the rights, as dis- 
tinguished from the duties, of man, and which identifies the 
function of the state with the protection or the safeguarding of 


those rights, we must say that the founder of liberalism was 


Hobbes. # 
By transplanting natural law on the plane of Machiavelli, 


Hobbes certainly originated an entirely new type of political 


doctrine. The pre-modern natural law doctrines taught the 


duties of man; if they paid any attention at all to rights, they 


1 One. would have to start from here in order to understand the 


+ role of the detective story in present-day moral orientation. 


7 


re FR n been ad in the f 
_ and eighteenth centuries a much great r em 
rights than ever had been done before. On 
shift of emphasis from natural duties to nat 
quantitative changes of this character become intelligibl 
when Le are seen against the background of a ie 


. 


: . 7 Hobbes, who squarely made an unconditional nat right 
the basis of all natural duties, the duties being therefore only 
E sitional. He is the classic and the founder of the speci- 

teur modern natural law doctrine. The profound change 

under consideration can be traced directly to Hobbes’ concern 
with a human nue for the actualization of the right : 
social order or to his “ realistic ” intention. The actualizatio 

of a social order that is defined in terms of man's duties is 

4 a uncertain and even Da suc an REA 


x * 
a Fe order that is Étinpit in terms of the rights of man. 
For the Ent in question express, and are meant to express, 


everyone’ 8 self interest as everyone sees it, or can easily be 
Dot to see ie Men can more e safely be CARE re 


Le: Potins are in the passions. ” With regard to » Hobb 
; He ssic formulation, we add that the premises already are 
: What is required to make modern natural right 
«e | effective is mes or propaganda rather than moral 
ë From this we may understand the frequen 
Shserved fact that during the modern period, natural 1 


This fact is a direct consequence of the 

st damental change in the character of the natural law doctr 
itself. | « 4 

| The tradition which Hobbes opposed had assumed à that 


th ne civil es and ne that civil society is prior 
to the individual. It was this assumption which led to the 
view that the primary moral fact is duty and not rights. One. 
: could not assert the primacy of natural rights without asserting 
Gun that the individual is in ev ery respect prior to civil society-or, 
_ more precisely, that there is a state of nature. According to 

Rousseau “ the philosophers who have examined the founda- 
D: ions of civil society have all of them felt the necessity to go 
8 back to the state of nature. ” It is true that the quest for the 
… right social order is inseparable from reflection on the origins 
of civil society or on the pre-political life of man. But the 
identification of the pre-political life of man with “the state 


x} of nature ” is a particular view, a view by no means held by 

D. “ all ” political philosophers. The state of nature became an 
essential topic of political philosophy only with Hobbes who 

À still almost apologized for employing that term. It is only 

î k since Hobbes that the philosophic doctrine of natural law has 

been essentially a doctrine of the state of nature. Priorto him . 
“ the term “ state of nature ” was at home in Christian theology Fe Le 


RC distinguished especially from the state of grace, and it was 
4 _subdivided into the state of pure nature and the state of fallen Se 
un, nature. Hobbes dropped the subdivision, and replaced the 

L IVi : 3 er Ne 
3 state of grace by the state of civil society. He thus denied if 
4 not the fact, at any rate the importance of the Fall, and : 

ee - 


ac 
F 


us | À 


» 


_ deficiencies, or the “ inconveniences 
is, not divine grace, but the right kind of human govern- 


à 


philosophic meaning, which is, to make intelligible the pri- 
= macy of rights as distinguished from duties: the state of 
|. are perfect rights but no perfect duties. se 
The attempt to deduce the natural law or the moral law: ; 
_ from the natural right of self-preservation or from the ines- 

capable power of the fear of violent death led to very far- 

reaching modifications of the content of the moral law. . The 
_ modification amounted in the first place to a considerable sim- 


à v… + end de La 


+ 


rather than in political philosophy. The state of nature was 


accordingly asserted that what is needed for remedying the à 
of the state of nature 


ment. This anti-theological implication of “the state of . | e 
nature ” can only with difficulty be separated from its intra 


nature is originally characterized by the fact that in it there É 


pe greatly simplified by being deduced from the natural right 


human excellence which have no direct or unambiguous rela- 
: tion to peaceableness—courage, temperance, magnanimity, 


_ strict sense. Justice (in conjunction with equity and charity) 


Ad change. If the only unconditional moral fact is the natural 
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plification. 
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Sixteenth and seventeenth 


say the least, that tendency nee 1. itself + 
the broader concern with the guarantee for the ac 
of the right social order. One tried to replace the “ 
atic ” multiplicity of irreducible virtues by a ue rue 0 
by a single basic virtue from which all other virtues could be 
deduced. There existed two well-paved ways in which this 

- reduction could be achieved. In the moral teaching of Aris- 
totle, “ whose cpinions are at this day, and in these parts of 
greater authority than any other human writings ” (Hobbes), 
‘there occur two virtues which comprise all other virtues or, 

as We may say, two “ general ” virtues: magnanimity, which 

comprises all other virtues insofar as they contribute to the 
excellence of the individual, and justice, which comprises all 
other virtues insofar as they contribute to man's serving others. 
ou . Accordingly, one could simplify moral philosophy by reducing 
 morality either to magnanimity or else to justice. The first . 
| hs done by Descartes, the second by Hobbes. Hobbes’” 

had the particular advantage that it permitted of a 

ne further simplification of moral doctrine: the unqualified 

_ identification of the doctrine of virtues with the doctrine of 

_ the moral or natural law. The moral law, in its turn, was to 


of self-preservation. Self-preservation requires peace. The 
moral law became therefore the sum of rules which have to be 
_obeyed if there is to be peace. Just as Machiavelli reduced 
_virtue to the political virtue of patriotism, Hobbes reduced 
virtue to the social virtue of peaceableness. Those forms of 


Jiberality, to say nothing of wisdom—cease to be virtues in the 
_ does remain a virtue, but its meaning undergoes a radical 


right of each to his self- preservation, and therefore all obliga- 
tions to others arise from contract, justice becomes identical 
with the habit of fulfilling one’s contracts. Justice no longer 
consists in complying with standards that are independent of “ 


. human will All material principles of justicethe rules pu 
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commutative and distributive justice or the Second Table of 
a the Decalogue—cease to have intrinsic validity. AI] material 
_ obligations arise from the agreement of the contractors, and 
therefore in practice from the will of the sovereign, which is - 
the general will. For the contract that makes possible all 
other contracts is the social contract or the contract of subjec- 
tion to the sovereign. 
If virtue is identified with peaceableness, vice will become 
identical with that habit or that passion which is per se 
incompatible with peace because it essentially and, as it were, 
of set purpose issues in offending others; vice becomes ident- 
_ical for all practical purposes with pride or vanity or amour- 
propre. In other words, if virtue is reduced to social virtue or 
to benevolence or kindness or “the liberal virtues ”, “the 
severe viriues ” of self-restraint will lose their standing. ? 
Here again, we must have recourse to Burke’s analysis of the 
à spirit of the French Revolution; for Burke’s polemical over- 
sitatements were and are indispensable for tearing away the 
disguises, both intentional and unintentional, in which “the 
è new morality ” introduced itself. “the Parisian philo- 
| sophers.. explode or render odious or contemptible, that class” 
: of virtues which restrain the appetite... In the place of all this, 
| they substitute a virtue which they call humanity or benevol- 
ence. ” This substitution is the core of what we have called 
political hedonism. - 
To establish the meaning of political hedonism in some- 
| what more precise terms, we must contrast Hobbes’ teaching 
4 with the non-political hedonism of Epicurus. The points in 


Di LL dv HE 


* which Hobbes could agree with Epicurus, were these: the 
= good is fundamentally identical with the pleasant; virtue is 
\ therefore not choiceworthy for its own sake but only with a 
‘4 view to the attainment of pleasure or the avoidance of pain; 


3 the desire for honor and glory is utterly vain, i.e. sensual 
K pleasures are as such preferable to honor or glory. Hobbes 
had to oppose Epicurus in two crucial points in order to make 
possible political hedonism. In the first place he had to reject 


_ 1? “ Temperantia privatio potius vitiorum quae oriuntur ab inge- 
niis cupidis (quibus non laeditur civitas, sed ïipsi) quam virtus moralis 
(est). ” De Homine, XIII, 9. The step from this view to ‘private 
vices, public benefits ” is short. | 


|Epieurus ‘implicit moi of a a state 
es . -i.e. of a pre- -political condition of life i 
_ natural rights; for Hobbes ue sn 


Mol à the implication of Binine stcbon oe natur 
_ = which are necessary and natural desires which are not n 
Bey; for that distinction implied that happiness requir 

‘ ascetic ” style of life. Epicurus” mee demands on self 


Le ie un The “ realistic ” 
 Hobbes to lift all restrictions on ee striving for unnecessa 


vitae, with the oi of those restrictions that Ée A : 
for. the sake of peace. Since, as Epicurus said, “ Nature has. 
_ made (only) the necessary things easy to supply ”, th 


# all ni things. ich are cire to delectation. ” 
It is not necessary for our purpose to follow pe. 
ie | thought on its way from the natural right of EYÉFTONESS © 


Les authority as of right. 
A4 _assigned to the supreme power on the basis, not lof post 
law or of general custom, but of natural law. The doctrine 
. sovereignty formulates natural public law. Natural pu 
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that emerged in the 17th century. It _emerged in consequence 
à of that radical change of orientation which we are trying to 
_ understand. Natural public law represents one of the two 


DEC, 


W- _— jus D! blicum aniversale seu naturale—is a new discipline 


characteristically modern forms of political philosophy, the 


» other form being “ politics ” in the sense of Machiavellian 
…. “reason of state”. Both are fundamentally distinguished 

from classical political philosophy. In spite of their opposi- | 
"3 _tion to each other, they are motivated by fundamentally the 
F _ samespirit. Their origin is the concern with a right or sound 


| order of society whose actualization is probable, if not certain, 
or does not depend on chance. Accordingly, they deliberately 


having a clear view of the highest political possibility with 
regard to which all actual political orders can be judged in a 
responsible manner. The “ reason of state ” school replaced 


TA 


à “the best regime” by “efficient government ”. The 
school replaced “ the best regime ” by. 


L2] 


… “ natural public law 
“ Jegitimate government ” 

Classical political philosophy had recognized the difference 
4 between the best regime and legitimate regimes: the best 


distinction to the best regime, legitimate regimes are possible 


À. 


 Jaw, on the other hand, is concerned with that right social 


DAS CNE de + 
: " F” Creer 


… order whose actualization is possible under all circumstances. 
4 It therefore tries to delineate that social order that can claimto 
3 be legitimate or just in all cases, regardless of the circum- 

À -  stances. Natural public law, we may say, replaces the idea of Lie 

> the best regime, which does not supply, and is not meantto 
: 


DRE” 


- lower the goal of politics; they are no longer concerned with. 


_ and morally necessary at all times and in all places. Classical 

political philosophy admitted then a variety of types of legitim- 
| late regimes: what type of regime is legitimate in given cir- 
-  cumstances dépends on the circumstances. Natural public 


supply, an answer to the question of what is the just order here 
» and now, by the idea of the just social order which answers 
Fe. the basic practical question once and for all, i.e. regardless of 
_ place and time. Natural public law intends to give such a 


regime is possible only under very favorable conditions and it. 
is therefore legitimate only under those conditions; under 
more or less unfavorable conditions, only more or less imper- 
“  fect regimes are possible and therefore legitimate. In contra 


_ unqualified right to disregard all legal and constitutional 
limitations according to their pleasure, and it imposes even 


_ the sovereign and his actions. But it would be wrong to 

 overlook the fact that the basic deficiency of the doctrine: of 
_ sovereignty is shared, if to different degrees, by all other forms 
of natural public law doctrines as well. We merely have te 


14 +. 0e 
universally valid solution to he political pi 
_lo be DRE AS pe à in practice. 


theory solves, as such, the Ait Dracitonl robes 
problem of what order is just here and now. In the decisiv “+ 
respect, then, there is no longer any need for statesmanship 
as-distinguished from political theory. We may call this type … 
of thinking doctrinairism, and we shall say that doctrinairism 
made its first appearance within political philosophy—for law-. 
- yers are altogether in a class by themselves—in the seventeenth 
century. At that time the sensible flexibility of classical polit- 
cal philosophy gave way to fanatical rigidity. The political 
- philosopher became more and more undistinguishable from 
;1he partisan. The historical enr of the nineteenth in 


en was absolutely under the spell of modern “ realism ”, 
ts succeeded i in destroying natural public law only by destroy- 
ing in the process all moral principles of politics. 

As regards Hobbes’ teaching on sovereignty in particular, 
‘its doctrinaire character is shown most clearly by the denials 
which it implies. It implies the denial of the possibility of 
ui between good and bad regimes (kingship and 


_to a denial cn of the existence, but of the legitimacy of the È 
M oRsibilities mentioned: Hobbes’ doctrine of sovereignty 
ascribes to the sovereign prince or to the sovereign people an 


on sensible men a natural-law prohibition against censuring 
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4 both “ physical ” power and “ legal ” power. The ambiguity 
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ne remind ourselves of the practical meaning of the doctrine that 
sea the only legitimate regime is democracy. 


The classics had conceived of regimes (politeiai), not so 


- much in terms of institutions, as in terms of the aims actually 
 pursued by the community or its authoritative part. Accord- 


ingly, they regarded the best regime as that regime whose aim 
is virtue, and they held that the right kind of institutions are 


_ indeed indispensable for establishing and securing the rule of 


the virtuous, but only of secondary importance in comparison 
with “ education ”, i.e. the formation of character. From the 
point of view of natural public law on the other hand; what 
is needed in order to establish the right social order is not so 
much the formation of character as the devising of the right 


kind of institutions. As Kant put it in rejecting the view that 


the establishment of the right social order requires a nation of 
angels: “ hard as it may sound, the problem of establishing 
the state [i.e. the just social order] is soluble even for a nation 
of devils, provided they have sense ”, i.e. provided they are 


guided by enlightened selfishness; the fundamental political 


problem is simply one of “ a good organization of the state, of 
which man is indeed capable ”. In the words of Hobbes, 
“.., when (commonwealths) come to be dissolved, not by 
external violence, but intestine disorder, the fault is not in 


men, as they are the matter, but as they are the makers and i 


» 


orderers of them. Man as the maker of civil society can 


solve once and for all the problem inherent in man as the 


matter of civil society. Man can guarantee the actualization 


of the right social order because he is able to conquer human 
nature by understanding and manipulating the mechanism of 


the passions. 

There is a term that expresses in the most condensed form 
the result of the change which Hobbes has effected. That 
term is Power. It is in Hobbes political doctrine that power 


becomes for the first time eo nomine a central theme. Con- 
 sidering the fact that, according to Hobbes, science as such 

exists for the sake of power, one may call Hobbes’ whole phil- 
*  osophy the first philosophy of power. “Power” is an 
_ ambiguous term. It stands for potentia on the one hand, and 


for potestas (or jus or dominium) on the other. It means 


“ ER of self- preservation). Potentia and aie brise ne Fe 
common, thse they are both te ur sais in contra dise c-. 


Voie the right of a man, is What a ne may te 
_predominance of the concern with “ power ” is therefore on! 
the. reverse of a relative indifference to ve actus, and this 
. means to the pÉTROses for which man's “ physical ” as we 


ni legal” power is or ought to be used. This indiffer 


or scientific political teaching. The sound use of “ physical ” 
| power as well as the sound exercise of rights depends on 
Po entir and whatever falls within the province of pruden-. 
_tia, is not susceptible of exactness. There are two kinds of 
HAT mathematical and legal. From the point of vi 


with of the ends is re pided by the study of potentia. 
_ical n'oe as distinguished from the PUEROPES for whicl 


ere RAS . éh This explains why Nietzsche NE went much e 
de CARE CE : Hobbes and declared the will to power to be the essence 
_ reality, conceived of power in terms of “ quanta of power 
From the point of view of legal exactness, the study of the en 
ee is replaced by the study of potestas. The rights of 

_sovereign as distinguished from the exercise of these ri 
< permit of an exact definition without any regard to any 
as ani foreseeable circeumstances, and this kind of exactness is 2 
: “ 3 _inseparable from moral neutrality: right declares what i 
ne as s distinguished from mat is honorable. + Fo 


* 
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1 doctrine is “meant to S hotes ee = 
pli cable and hence to be applicable also and especially in | 
xtreme cases. This indeed may be said to be the boast ofthe 
classic doctrine of sovereignty: that it gives its due to the 
extreme case, to what holds good in emergency situations, 
PE, whereas those who question that doctrine are accused of not. Ë 
* looking beyond the pale of normality. Accordingly, Hobbes. . 
* built his whole moral and political doctrine on observations | Si 
regarding the extreme case; for the experience on which Les 
_ doctrine of the state of nature is based is the experience of civil 
war. Îtis in the extreme situation, when the social fabric pie ; 


L Pincation on which Sety social order must uléhatehy! rest: 

_ the fear of violent death, which is the strongest force in human 
life. Yet Hobbes was forced to concede that the fear of violent 
death is only “ commonly ” or in most cases the most powe 
 ful force. The principle which was supposed to make possible 
a political doctrine of universal applicability is then not 
_universally valid, and therefore is useless in what” . juil 


ular clarity the limited validity of Hobbes” dont regard- 
Le the overwhelming power of the fear of violent death. M 
Be - the first place, if the only unconditional moral fact 19< the AS 
# individual” s right of self-preservation, civil society can hardy en 
RS demand from the individual that he resign that right both bye k 
| going to war and by submitting to capital punishment. (ne 
UE ra egards capital punishment, Hobbes was consistent enough to A QUES 
- grant that by being justly and legally condemned ‘to death, re à Re 
man does not lose the HR to defend his life by nn 
“those that assault him ”’: a justly condemned murderer 
retains, nay, he acquires de right to kill his guards an ; 
DU veryone else who stands in his way to escape, in order to save dr 
+ ee life. But by granting this, Hobbes in fact admitted that ti à 


So 
F # \ ? ee 
à D AT 12 TE) a 


LAS 


k 


_ armies fight, there is on one side, or both, a running away 


2: In the second passage he says that “ the fear of darkness and Re 


et | only by the disenchantment of the world, by the ns 


there exists an insoluble conflict between the ghts of 
government and the natural right of th iv ual to. 


_ preservation. This conflict was solved in the spir 

the letter, of Hobbes, by Beccaria, who inferred 
absolute primacy of the right of self- preservation the nece 
of or de en res As te War, Hobl 


grant that “ ‘there is Sa to be made for natura 
timorousness ”. And as if he desired to make it perfectly 
clear to what lengths he was prepared to go in opposing the 
lupine spirit of Rome, he continues as follows: “* When. 


‘yet when they do it not out of treachery, but fear, they ar 
not esteemed to do it unjustly, but dishonorably. ” But by 
* granting this, he destroyed the moral basis of what is now. 
called national defense. The only solution to this difficulty 
which preserves the spirit of Hobbes’ political philosophy is 
_ the outlawry of war or the establishment of a world-state. 
There was only one fundamental objection to Hobbes’. 
LE basic assumption which he felt very keenly and which h#=8 
_ made every effort to overcome. In many cases the fear o 
_ violent death proved to be a weaker force than the fear of. 
© hell- fire or the fear of God. The difficulty is well illustrated 
. by two widely separated passages of the Leviathan. In the 
first passage Hobbes says that the fear of the pee of MERS 
_ (i.e. the fear of violent death) is “ nent greater than 
the fear of the power of “ spirits invisible ” i.e. than religion. 


2 oe is one an other fears ” Hobbes saw his Way 


ñ au This implies that the whole taie a 
by Hobbes requires for its operation the weakening, or rather 
the elimination, of the fear of invisible powers. It require 
such a radical change of orientation as can be brought abo 
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| scientific knowledge, or by popular enlightenment. Hobbes’ 
_is the first doctrine that necessarily and unmistakably points 
to a thoroughly ‘“ enlightened ”, i. e. a-religious or atheistic 
society as the solution of the social or political problem. This 
most important implication of Hobbes’ doctrine was made 


explicit not many years after his death by Pierre Bayle, who 


attempted to prove that an atheistic society is possible. * 

It is then only through the prospect of popular enlight- 
enment that Hobbes’ doctrine acquired such consistency as it 
possesses. The virtues which he ascribed to enlightenment, 
are indeed extraordinary. The power of ambition and avarice, 


he says, rests on the false opinions of the vulgar regarding 


right and wrong; therefore, once the principles of justice are 


known with mathematical certainty, ambition and avarice will 


become powerless and the human race will enjoy lasting peace. 
For obviously, mathematical knowledge of the principles of 


justice (i.e. the new doctrine of natural right and the new 


natural public law that is built on it) can not destroy the 


wrong opinions of the vulgar, if the vulgar are not appraised 
of the results of that mathematical knowledge. Plato had said 


that evils will not cease from the cities if the philosophers do 


1 A good reason for connecting Bayle’s famous thesis with Hobbes”’ 
doctrine rather than with that of Faustus Socinus, e.g., is supplied by 
the following statement of Bayle (Dictionnaire, Art. Hobbes, rem. D): 
“Hobbes se fit beaucoup d’ennemis par cet ouvrage (sc. De Cive) : mais 
il fit avouer aux plus clairvoyants, qu’on n'avait jamais si bien pénétré 
les fondements de la politique. ’—I cannot prove here with the necessary 


detail that Hobbes was an atheist, even according to his own view of 


atheism. I must limit myself to asking the reader to compare De Cive 
XV, 14 with English Works, edited by Molesworth, IV, 349. Many 


_present-day scholars who write on subjects of this kind do not seem to 
have a sufficient notion of the degree of circumspection, or of accom-: 


modation to the accepted views, that was required, in former ages, of 


“ deviationists ” who desired to survive or to die in peace. Those. 


scholars tacitly assume that the pages in Hobbes’ writings devoted to 
religious subjects, can be understood if they are read in the way in 


which one ought to read the corresponding utterances, say, of Lord 
Bertrand Russell. In other words, I am familiar with the fact that 
there are innumerable passages in Hobbes’ writings which were used 


by Hobbes and which can be used by everyone else, for proving that 
Hobbes was a theist and even a good Anglican. The prevalent procedure 
would merely lead to historical errors, if to grave historical errors, but 


for the fact that its results are employed for buttressing the dogma that 


the mind of the individual is incapable of liberating itself from the 
opinions which rule his society. 


sNPaRe bas no conieot. “pit. for which. one ci 

or pray. Hobbes, on the other hand, was certain al 
_ sophy itself can bring about the coincidence of philosop 

- political power by becoming popularized philosophy and thu - 
2 | publie opinion. Chance will be conquered by ir ic 
| philosophy issuing in systematic enlightenment: 1 
PAL _eruditur vulgus. By devising the right kind of institution 
Re and by enlightening the citizen body, philosophy guarantees 
FRS the solution of the social problem, whose solution cannot be 
, _ guaranteed by man if it is thought to depend on moral dis-. d 
Le a _ cipline. Fi 
PAR Fe. * Opposing the “utopianism ” of the classics, Hobbes was 
LE s r  concerned with a social order whose actualization is probable 
Pro _and even certain. The guarantee of its actualization might À 
ANNE _seem to be supplied by the fact that the sound social order is 
ee ue based on the most powerful passion and therewith on the most 
An powerful force in man. But if the fear of violent death is 
ut truly the strongest force in man, one should expect that the 
“ee neped joie order is always, or almost always, in existence, | 


Mo | 1 natural ta: Hobbes overcomes this difficulty by assuming E&r 
ie 1 that men in their stupidity interfere with the natural orde 


E En necessity on account of man's ignorance of that dre 
(5 The “invisible hand ” remains ineffectual if it is not supported 
by. the Leviathan or, if you wish, by the Wealth of Nati 
ce There is à remarkable parallelism and an even m 
_ rémarkable discrepancy between Hobbes’ theoretical phil 
en and his practical philosophy. In both parts of 
PR epeT he teaches that reason is impotent and that it 
 omnipotent, or that reason is omnipotent because 14 
ne : impotent. Reason is impotent because reason or humanity | 
“ie a cosmic HpROE the universe is unintelligible, and F4 
RAS dissociates ” men. But the very fact that tbe uni 
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it can become omnipotent if it cooperates with the strongest 
passion, or if it puts itself into the service of the strongest 
passion. Hobbes’ rationalism rests then ultimately on the 
conviction that, thanks to nature’s kindness, the strongest 
passion is the only passion which can be “ the origin of large 
and lasting societies ”, or that the strongest passion is the 
most rational passion. In the case of the human things, the 
foundation is not a free construct but the most powerful 
natural force in man. In the case of the human things, we 
understand not merely what we make, but also, what makes 
our making and our makings. Whereas the philosophy or 
science of nature remains fundamentally hypothetical, polit- 
ical philosophy rests on a non-hypothetical knowledge of the 
nature of man. As long as Hobbes’ approach prevails, “the 
philosophy concerned with the human things ” will remain 
the last refuge of nature. For at some point nature succeeds 
in getting a hearing. The modern contention that man can 
“ change the world ” or “push back nature ”, is not un- 
reasonable. One can even safely go much beyond it and say 
that man can expel nature with a hayfork. One ceases to be 
reasonable only if one forgets what the philosophic poet adds, 
tamen usque redibit. 


The University of Chicago. 


_ due aspetti, che presentano agli occhi dello storico un ben 
diverso valore. In questa cosi complessa concezione noï dob- 
_biamo vedere tutto cid che risponde ad esigenze contingenti, : 
Fe poste dal momento storico in cui il nostro autore visse e maturd 
: _quindi il suo pensiero, e quello invece che risponde ad esi- 
: _genze, diremmo, di ogni tempo, che vale cioè al di fuori del 
tempo e del luogo in cui quel pensiero si formè. “ - 
Mobhes fu portato a meditare sui problemi sociali “ne k 


e dio: a tai mali, dei dl sembrava non si potessero dare di più 
LA gravi. Il problema era quindi di carattere, come si direbbe, 
# | Storico; ma dalla posizione di questo problema egli fu spinto Me 
Es La meditare su problemi più vasti e di carattere generale. Dalla £ 
_ visione di una condizione particolare, determinata dall’assenza 
& di un potere riconosciuto da tutti e capaee di imporre a Lu (4 


A se ile RENE stessa del diritto e dello stato in Ho ù 
ci d. # garante di questo. Come Newton dalla caduta di una mela f 7 
" _ portato a meditare sulle leggi della gravitazione universale 
on ee _cosi Hobbes dalla visione di una condizione particolare dete 
D. _ minata dall’assenza di una legge valida per tutti e da tu 


SCANS 
FU À Re k° riconosciuta, fu portato a meditare sulla funzione stessa se 
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_ concezione di Hobbes, sorta dalla meditazione su una situa- 
_zione particolare, si muove e si sviluppa poi secondo una logica 
interna estremamante rigorosa e in modo quindi del tutto 
autonomo, è anche vero che quella stessa fermezza nel trarre 
dal proprio sistema fin le conseguenze più esasperate e talora 
paradossali, deriva al nostro autore dalla visione sempre pre- 
sente che egli aveva di una guerra interminabile e senza 
quartiere fra i suoi concittadini. 

Ora il compito che noi ci proponiamo è di vedere quello 
che nella concezione hobbesiana presenta un valore intrinseco, 
di enucleare quel concetto del diritto e dello stato come garante 
di questo che Hobbes riesce a formulare con una precisione e 

. un rigore mai raggiunti prima di lui : quel concetto del diritto 
e dello stato che non si riferisce solo alle condizione particolari 
dell’epoca, ma si pud considerare valido ancora oggi, e forse 
per tutti i tempi e per tutti i luoghi. 


Il problema del diritto nel pensiero hobbesiano pud essere 
visto nei seguenti termini. La legge giuridica è essenzialmente 
una leégge obbligatoria. Cid vuol dire che essa porta con sè un 
obbligo al rispetto per gli individui per i quali appunto è obbli- 
gatoria. Ma in tanto si pud parlare di un obbligo in quanto 
questo è riconosciuto dall'individuo che è obbligato : diversa- 
mente non si pud parlare di un obbligo, ma di una costrizione. 

La obbligatorietà della legge giuridica presenta questo suo 
primo carattere essenziale, di essere cioè obbligatoria in quanto 
 riconosciuta come tale. Alla base di tale obbligatorietà sta 

quindi un riconoscimento, un patto stipulato da quelli stessi 
che diventano in tal modo obbligati. Cosi uno schiavo che è 
tenuto in catene non è obbligato, ma costretto : lo schiavo 
invece che accetta e riconosce la sua condizione a patto che il 
padrone gli lasci salva la vita, non è più costretto, ma obbli- 
gato : la sua subordinazione si basa da quel momento su una 
_obbligazione avente carattere giuridico. | 

À fondamento di tutti gli obblighi di natura giuridica sta 
sempre il riconoscimento degli uomini stessi che sono obbli- 
gati. Ma il problema di questo riconoscimento, del significato 


: che esso assume e di tutto cid 
La ora la nostra attenzione. Fe 

;  Gl uomini si obbligano gli uni verso 
una data legge, a seguire un determinat 1 
> Perche essi si obbligano ?. A. quale esigenza ris Pnde qt 
obbligazione che gli uni assumono verso gli altri p Si potre be 
ae _visf ROUE che essi si es a ie. una à data norma se 


lutte ee ragioni per volerla fare. Si chiede che un altro si 

obblighi ad agire in un modo se si ha ragione di temere che À 
costui potrà agire in un modo diverso. >ÉTE 
- L’ ‘obbligazione in tanto ha un  signifticatos à in tanto a un 


ésiste Ja possibilità di una deviazione. L'obbligo vale e A 
esercita solo se non si puù contare su di una adesione spon- 
lanea. as Ur - 
Se gli uomini si accordano nello stabilire una data tint 0 : 
di condotta da seguire, si avrà ragione di dire che essi lo fann 2 


“perchè approvano e trovano giusta quella linea di condotta 


Le v. E questo il punto colto da Hobbes e dal LA poi egli 
Bt, icava cs una ad una tutte le Et à con estrero je 


ee aie ane débidue, Il problema del contenuto dell 
SRE “AD è estraneo alla mente di Hobbes; quello di vedi 


| nnbie che essa in quanto tale, in quanto cioè Rene 
TS > A (LE | 


ra 
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quanto si pone contro tale possibilità. Questo è l’aspetto nega- 


_tivo, per cosi dire, della obbligazione : è proprio su questo 


aspetto negativo di essa che si ferma il pensiero di Hobbes per 


_ vedere tutte le conseguenze che esso porta con sè. 


L'obbligazione esprime l’esigenza di mantenere qualche 
cosa contro la possibilità che si presenta di una negazione da 
parte di qualcuno. Ora perchè si pone questa esigenza P Si 


afferma un contenuto, che vuol dire una data linea di con- 


dotta, contro la possibilità di una deviazione da quest’ultima. 


a obbligazione sorgé e si afferma di fronte alla possibilità 
à di una deviazione : : essa ha un significato e una funzione in 


Ma tutto cid perchè ? Perchè non si vogliono deviazioni da 


quella determinata linea di condotta ? Secondo Hobbes sono le 
deviazioni in sè stesse che si vogliono evitare. Non è questa o 
quella linea di condottà che si vuole imporre, ma una linea di 
condotta in generale al posto della libertà per ognuno di Re 
larsi come egli crede. 

La legge giuridica ha una funzione essenziale, quella di 


sostituire alla condotta libera degli individui una condotta 
obbligatoria. Tutto cid perchè la libertà degli individui porta, 


con sè fatalmente il disaccordo e la lotta, e solo attraverso la 


imposizione di un comportamento obbligatorico si pud otte- 


nere l’accordo e la pace. La discordia fra gli uomini significa 


la guerra, significa il pericolo continuo di perdere la vita, di 


andare incontro cioè al male più grave che esista per l’uomo : 
l’accordo assicura la pace, salva gli uomini dal pericolo più 


grave nel quale essi possano incorrere. La legge giuridica 
_ quindi che impone a tutti un accordo obbligatorio diventa per 


l’uomo quasi un imperativo categorico, una legge suprema. 
L’accordo fra gli individui circa un determinato oggetto 
pud essere voluto allo scopo di realizzare appunto quell'og- 


getto. La obbligatorietà di un tale accordo ha in questo caso una 
funzione determinata ed è percid condizionata dallo scopo che : 


si vuole raggiungere. L’accordo invece pud anche essere voluto 


come fine a sè stesso, per evitare cioè i pericoli e i danni che 


la discordia porta con sè. In questo caso la obbligatorietà del- 
l’accordo diventa qualche cosa di incondizionato, quasi un 


_ imperativo categorico. Nel primo caso è l’accordo su quella 
- cosa che si vuole, e se su quella l’accordo non si raggiunge non 
ha più, importanza che questo venga per alira via raggiunto; 


Na 
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dato che lo scopo he si noie rag 
non si pud consegiure, non ha più impc a 
cordo invece della discordia. Nel secondo _ cast 
l’accordo per sè stesso che si vuole raggiungere; n 
se su questa o su quella cosa : l’oggetto pud variare i 
indifferente dato che lo scopo supremo da Hépnnee 
or fra _… Hate ! £ 


| dé se Qualunque D è buona, come lo & qualsiasi 
oggetto purchè capace di assicurare |” svcer di fra gli individui, 
Ma cid che pud assicurare tale accordo fra gli individui è la 
obbligatorietà di un determinato comportamento. ï FE 
La funzione dell’obbligazione è quella di mantenere l'ac- 
nn e la pace fra gli individui : perchè la obbligazione 
… eserciti tale funzione non occorre quindi che abbia questo o 
_ quel contenuto, ma solo che riesca a farsi valere come tale, 
oi. obblighi veramente tutti. In altri termini quello che si 
_richiede perchè la obbligazione adempia alla sua funzione è : 
_ che essa sia veramente tale, che sia perfetta nella sua forma di ;: 
_ obbligazione. Quello che importa quindi non è il contenuto 
della legge giuridica, ma la sua forma; che questa cioè sia 
perfetta. ne É 
Noi abbiamo visto più su che una caratteristica PRET ex 
_ della obbligazione è il suo riconoscimento da parte di coloro Fe 
che sono appunto obbligati. Ora la ragione per la quale gli 
2 _ individui si sentono obbligati verso la legge giuridica è a à 
; | appunto dalla funzione che essa esercita e cio il mantenimento ‘4 
. della concordia e della pace fra gli individui. Non è il conte- 
_nuto della legge che induce a farla rispettare : cid non è po: 
_sibile perchè sul contenuto non esiste l'accordo fra gli inc 
:. vidui. D'altra parte se proprio fosse possibile l’accordo su 
_ contenuto, se gli individui fossero tutti concordi nel voler 
22 seguire sempre una data linea di condotta, non sarebbe neces- 
PER _ saria la obbligazione : questa non avrebbe nessuna funzione 
esercitare. Cid che induce al rispetto della legge giuridica no 
 puè essere altro che la forma di essa, cioè il suo carattere G 
se legge obbligatoria per tutti, per il quale carattere essa 8" 
& _ grado di mantenere la concordia e la pace fra gli individui. 


+ ne se tutti i gli individu fossero d’ aécordo sulla necessità 
ru per loro di rispettare la legge giuridica, basterebbe che questa 
_ fosse formulata e dichiarata obbligatoria. Ammesso l’accordo 
di tutti sulla necessità di rispettare la legge giuridica, sulla 
necessità cioè che esista una legge obbligatoria, allora la sola 
esistenza di questa legge basterebbe ad assicurarne il rispetto. 
Noi abbiamo detto più su che la necessità di una legge 
obbligatoria per tutti sorge dove esiste la possibilità di una 
._  divergenza fra gli individui circa la condotta da seguire. 
g* Abbiamo anche visto perd che la obbligazione si fonda e pre- 
| suppone il riconoscimento degli individui che sono appunto 
obbligati. In queste condizioni la obbligatorietà della norma 
acquista un significato semplicemente psicologico, morale. 
La obbligatorietà della norma ha un significato in quanto si 
ammette la possibilità di una volontà discordante da essa, ma 
Æ nello stesso tempo tale obbligatorietà trova il suo fondamento 
nella stessa etica degli individui che impone loro il rispetto 
della norma. 
" Si avrebbe qui quello stesso concetto affermato da Kant 
: _ riguardo all’imperativo etico, il quale è un imperativo in 
F quanto la volontà dell’ uomo pud orientarsi in senso diverso, 
ma nello stesso tempo esso trova tutta la sua forza nella 
volontà stessa dell’uomo che si sente obbligato al rispetto di 
esso. Gli uomini possono desiderare di comportarsi in modo 
diverso da come prescrive la norma giuridica, e cid perchè tale 
 comportamento difforme dalla norma è di loro gradimento, 
ma nello stesso tempo, riconoscendo la neccessità in vista di 
una utilità superiore di regolarsi secondo la norma, risolvono 
di adeguarsi a questa. La obbligatorietà della norma signifi- 


tendenze stesse dell’individuo. 
À queste conclusioni si dovrebbe arrivare se si ammet- 


>  curarne l'osservanza da parte di tutti, per assicurare quindi la 
#4 pace e la concordia fra gli uomini. 

de . Ma se è vero che gli uomini, in generale, vedono la neces- 
_ sità di una legge obbligatoria per tutti, che anzi appunto sul 
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cherebbe in questo caso una forza interiore che, al pari della 
imperatività dell’etica kantiana, si afferma in contrasto con le 


pr 


tesse il riconoscimento da parte di tutti gli individui della 
necessità di obbedire alla legge giuridica. In questo caso bas- 
terebbe la enunciazione della legge obbligatoria per assi- 
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438 2 GROVANNE RIANEA LS : 
riconoscimento di tale necessità si fonda l’esistenzs del d 
e il suo valere, à anche vero che un'azione contraria alla les 
è sempre possibile che abbia Iuogo, e cid perchè quello che 1 
legge impone non concorda coi desideri.e le tendenze di tut 
gi individui. Di fronte a questa possihilità il diritto rischia dis W 
perdere iutto il suo valere. La funzione del diritio era quella di 
PR ee 
teggere l’esistenzz di questi. Se, malgrado il riconoscimente » 
in generale della legge giuridiea, esiste sempre la possibilità 
che essa venga da qualeuno violata, allera quella protezione 
che essa deve garantire a ciascuno viene meno. In queste con 
disioni arche coloro che vedono la necessità e l'utilità del di 
ritio, perdono tale convinrione; quel diritto, dato che non & 5 
garantito contro le eventuali e possibili violarioni, perde la sua * 
efficacia e la sua funzione : viene meno quindi là ragione che 
consighava il rispeito di esso. # ee 

Ghi uomini si accordano, in generale, nel riconoscere la + 
legge giuridica, non perchè essi siano portati dalla loro natura 
al ripetio di essa : anzi, al contrario, essa contrasta con ka 
loro natura e con le loro esigenze immediate. EE 
gono il rispetio della legge solo in quanto vedono-la utile 
funzione che ess esercita. Ora: se tale fumione vie 
legge siuridics perde ogni valore e non viene percid rispettata M 
nemmeno da coloro che ne riconoscono là necessitä. 5 

La coercibilità del diritto si rivela quindi come una carat-… à 
teristica essenriale di esso. ll diritto vale per la funzione che 
è in grado di esercitare : un diritto che non è coercibile non ë 
in grado di esercitare la sua funrione, di assicurare cioè ad 
ognuno Îà sua protezione, e per ciù siesso perde ogni valore.… 

La legge giuridica ha un valore e merita quindi il ispetto 
da parte degli uomini non per il suo contenuto, ma per L 508 
forma, perchè come legge obbligatoria essa è in grade € 
mantenere La poce el encorda fr Eh individu di 20 
curare cosi a ciascuno la sua proterione contro un’azione © 
del suo simile_ Se questa protezione essa non è in grado di a: 
curare perchè qualcuno potrebbe anche violarla, 2llora- viene 
meno tuito il suo valore e il diritto che essa aveva al rispet ; 
da parte di tutti. à 

Deriva da cid che il diritto per esercitare la sua fur 
deve essere coercibile; esso deve essere accompagnato da una. 


7 Fr 
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2 - {uali riottosi. La forza che accompagna il diritio significa un 


7: RARE OR 0 SUR Devis à MR ETE à 


potére capace di imporsi : un uomo o degli uomini 4 cui sia 
affidato il potere sufficiente per imporre 4 tutti il proprio 
volere. 

Questo potere sorge quindi come organo del diritto, come 
garante della sua attuazioné. La funzione essenziale di questo 
potere è quella di garantire la attuazione del diritto, di una 
legge cioè puramente formale, il cui contenuto à indifferente. 
Qualunque potere quindi che sia in grado di fare rispettare la 
propria legge risponde senz'altro 2lla funzione essenziale per 
la quale viene creato e merita percid obbedienza : non import 
quale possa essere il contenuto della legge da esso imposia. 

È vero anche il corollario. Dato che diritto valido à solo 
quello che il potere anzidetto à in grado di fare rispettare, 
qualsiasi legge in tanto vale in quanto à proprio quella che il 
potere intende ed à capace di fare rispetiare. Il contenuto di 
una legge giuridica pud derivare da qualsiasi fonte, come 4d 
esempio la consuetudine o la legge di uno stato non più 
esistente, ma ciù che le dà valore di legge giuridica à la 
garanzia che il potere offre che essa sara rispettata : essa 
quindi diventa legge quando il potere decide di imporla 41 
rispetto di tutti. La fonte della legge giuridica, per la sua 
forma che significa la sua essenza, à la volontà del potere 
cui è affidato il compito di imporla a tutti. 

La legge giuridica coincide con la volontà del potere chia- 
mato a faria rispettare. Se in un dato momento il potere cessa 
di volere una legge, con cid stesso cesserà anche di garantirne 
il rispetto da parte di tufti : e siccome il valore della legge 


giuridica sta nella garanzia della sua attuazione, venendo 


meno tale garanzia viene meno anche il valore essenziale 
della legge giuridica e questa cessa di essere tale. La legge 


. giuridica coïncide con la volontà in atto del potere che la 


deve fare rispettare. 


Le caratteristiche del potere che deve imporre l’osservanza 


della legge giuridica derivano tutte e sono strettamente con- 
nesse con la funzione che ess à chiamato ad esercitare. Esso 


… dexe essere un potere al di sopra del quale o di fronte al quale 
non ne esistano altri. Esso come potere deve essere illimitato. 


La funzione del potere in questione, che appunito per 


un terreno sul quale essa non debba esercitarsi, significa 1 
_ciare che su questo campo si generi la guerra fra gli individui. 


. La libertà dei sudditi non pud essere intesa come facoltà di essi 
di agire indipendentemente o contro la volontà del potere s0- 


Fos pace e la concordia; se essi si riservano Ja facoltà di rifiutare 
_ in certi casi la loro obbedienza, allora la garanzia che la legge 


… la garanzia che essa sarà da tutti rispettata e tale garanzia porta à 
la pace e la concordia fra gli individui. La libertà per questi 3% 
ultimi di disobbedire in determinati casi, un limite posto alla 


 percid che la legge perde la sua efficacia e il diritto al Ro 
_ da parte di tutti. 


ER fronte alla volontà del potere sovrano, non pud implicare une 1 
va limitazione posta a questo, ma pud significare solo l'insiem 
- di quelle facoltà che la stessa legge, la stessa volontà del potere 

_Sovrano, conferisce ai sudditi. Non esiste cosi una sfera di se 

_ ferenza, una zona dove il potere sovrano non si eserciti : 
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pace. Dove non arriva Von di tale otre. 8 a lotta e 
guerra, o almeno si corre continuamente il rischio che si vad 
a finire in esse. Percid porre un limite a tale azione, stabilire 


- In problema della libertà viene HHPOBES da Hobbes sulla 
base della funzione che il potere sovrano è chiamato a svolgere. 


vrano. La libertà dei sudditi pud essere solo quella che il potere 
sovrano concede e fino a quando esso ritiene di doverla conce- 
dere. Gli individui si rimettono al potere sovrano perchè sanno 
che solo obbedendo alla sua volontà essi potranno assicurarsi 


giuridica sarà da tutti rispettata verrà meno, e questa, cioè la 
volontà del potere sovrano, perderà qualunque valore. | | 

La legge giuridica, cioè la volontà del potere sovrano, 
merita obbedienza non per il suo contenuto, ma perchè si ha 


A: 


onnipotenza di chi detiene la sovranità, significa che la cer- 
tezza che la legge sarà da tutti rispettata viene meno, e significa. 


Libertà dei sudditi non pud significare quindi tacoltà di 


& 


zona della libertà è proprio quella lasciata ve dal volon 
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bo intendere esaminando la trattazione che il nostro autore 
fa dell’ istituto della rappresentanza e le conseguenze che egli 
ne ricava nei riguardi dello stato e del potere sovrano. 
L'istituto della rappresentanza si ha quando una persona 
dà mandato ad un’altra di agire a suo nome. Colui che dà man- 
dato si chiama autore, colui che agisce a nome di quest’ ultimo 
si chiama attore. La rappresentanza pud sorgere solo per vo- 
lontà dello stesso autore poichè nessuno pud dare ad alcuno 
mandato di agire per un altro. Dal momento in cui l’autore ha 
dato all’attore il] mandato di rappresentarlo, cioè di agire a 
nome suo, tutto ci che l’attore fa a nome dell’autore vale 
come se fosse fatto dall’autore stesso, e quest’ultimo lo deve 
riconoscere come cosa fatta da lui : sempre che l’attore agisca 
entro i limiti del mandato ricevuto. 
Ora l'istituzione dello stato e la relativa creazione di un 
potere sovrano significano che gli individui affidano da quel 
: momento a colui o a coloro che detengono il potere sovrano il 
mandato di agire a nome di loro tutti. Da quel momento tutto 
ciù che farà il (o i) detentore del potere sovrano varrà come se 
fosse fatto dagli stessi sudditi e questi ultimi lo debbono rico- 
noscere quindi come se fosse stato fatto da loro. Il suddito che 
5 riconosce lo stato e il potere sovrano, e la facoltà di chi detiene 
la sovranità di agire a nome suo, non pud affermare mai che 
» una data legge è contraria alla sua volontà, perchè, già per 
definizione, quella legge è voluta da lui. 

Seguendo la tesi di Hobbes non si potrebbe mai asserire 
| che un dato governo non interpetra la volontà dei sudditi per- 
chè la volontà del governo significa la volontà dei sudditi. 

À D À queste conclusioni paradossali Hobbes è portato dal filo 
”.  stesso del suo ragionamento che egli segue con una logica 
en rigorosa e inflessibile, senza lasciarsi scoraggiare dalle conse- 
- guenze alle quali essa possa condurre. Il suo problema è, come 
abbiamo visto, quello della funzione della legge giuridica, che 

_ consiste nel mantenere l’accordo e la pace fra gli uomini. Ora 
Ja realizzazione di tale funzione non si pud ragionevolmente 

…_  affidare al contenuto della legge stessa, in quanto questo sia 
É- gradito ai sudditi e quindi da loro accolto, perchè non cè 
…_  appunto da sperare che gli uomini si accordino su queslo 0 
_ quel contenuto; essa invece deve essere affidata alla natura 
_ della legge, alla sua forma, al suo carattere cioè di legge capace 
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di mantenere la concordia e la po 


“solo des ; hr garanzia ie essa. coffre di 
l’accordo fra gli individui. Fe 


vogliono avere he la vita e vivere in pace, de sottometters 
© una legge alla quale anche gli altri si rte : 


fi __ !  cosa, perchè non sanno se questo re generare la guerra € 
_ discordia, ma vogliono eseguire soltanto quello che la les 
_ prescrive, la loro volontà è quella di rispettare la legge : 
 vogliono infine quello che la legge vuole. Re 
“ER à $ Se uomini riconoscono De le loro ous sono discor- 


R 


es soluzione è quella di stabilire una sola volontà alla _ 
tutti debbano rimettersi e che tutti debbano riconoscere. : . 
: Questa volontà sarà quella di un individuo, o di un gruppo 
! individui, o infine quella della maggioranza di tutti gli in 
A ne, vidui. Con tale atto gli uomini intendono che la volontà 
quel” individuo designato, o di quel gruppo di individui 
della maggioranza, sarà legge obbligatoria per tutti : che es 
tutti da quel momento vorranno quello che vorrà la mag, 
. ranza 0 l'individuo o gli individui investiti della sovran 
é: Di fronte a questa volontà che ogni individuo ricono 
per Propria onde essere preservato dalla guerra e dalla rovin: 
TENCTOR libertà degli stessi individui si annulla. Non c’è posto per ke 
'ANTE  libertà dove tutti debbono rimettersi ad una volontà unica 
_anche se è quella della maggioranza, non lascia comur 
modo alle volontà singole di farsi valere. 
Ma a questo punto sorge un problema, Gli uomini perl 
accettano si rinunziare se loro ARR e di rimettersi ad 


Ve sil contenuto di ès volontà “a è ragione della sua ace 
zione e da parte is tutti : è invece le téRue che Psegs Le q 


_ quel a volontà. E allora ? L’ indivudo non è più legato au 
M _ obbedienza. [SR ri Ne, | 
MARS Ammettiamo che colui (e) Role che sono invéstiti della 


Ted ai sudditi : o che lo stato si sfasci o che il sovrano cada nelle 


di mantenere cosi la concordia e la pace. 

À Non c’è nessuna incoerenza nè alcuna contraddizione nel 
-  pénsiero hobbesiano : anzi tutto è ricavato secondo una logica 
| rigida e inesorabile. Il valore della legge, è stato dichiarato fin 
dal principio, sta solo nel suo carattere formale, nel suo carat- 
à tere cioè di legge obbligatoria per tutti, e docs dalla fun- 
zione che essa per questo suo carattere è in grado di esercitare : 
solo per questo essa merita ed ottiene il rispetto degli uomini. 
Ora se questo carattere formale della legge viene meno, se essa 


_meno anche la sua obbligatorietà : nessuno più è tenuto a 
-  rispettarla. 


cose inconciliabili. 
_ Ma accanto a quello or ora visto Hobbes immagina un 
| altro caso : che l’individuo cioè sia condannato a morte dalla 


| precedente. La legge merita il rispetto degli individui perchè li 
_ preserva dalla guerra e dal pericolo della morte : è per questo 


_ legge viene a condannare un individuo a morte essa nei 


_vrebbe continuare a prestare obbedienza ? 
. Con la stessa logica con la quale si conclude che gli indi- 


Ed 
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sovranità perdano la forza per potere imporre la loro volontà 


mani del nemico. In questo caso la legge dello stato cessa di 
essere obbligatoria per tutti, appunto perchè essa ha perduto il 
suo carattere formale, di legge cioè capace di imporsi a tutti e. 


cessa per ragioni di fatto di esercitare la sua funzione, viene 


4 Tatto cid non significa che gli individui nel caso supposto 
_  abbiano la libertà di disobbedire. E’ l’inverso che avviene : à 
_ la legge che ora non esiste più e la libertà degli indivudi che 

ne consegue è il puro e semplice ritorno allo stato di natura. 
_ La libertà quindi che nel caso supposto gli individui posseggono 
non sta accanto alla obbligatorietà della legge, malsubentra : 

quando la legge ha cessato di esistere. Libertà e legge sono due 


volontà del sovrano. Qui la stessa logica conduce il nostro 
autore ad arrivare alle medesime conseguenze che nel caso 
. che ciascuno fornisce la propria obbedienza. Ma se quella stessa 


_ riguardi di quest’ultimo cessa di esercitare la funzione che era 
? U chiamata ad esercitare : perchè l’individuo in questione des 
; 


garantire il mantenimento della vita. Ma, appunto, SARA 
nee caso come in quello precedente non si pud parlare di. 
| una libertà che l’individuo abbia di fronte alla legge come da 
DV É questa riconosciuta, una libertà cioè che coesista e si concili 
= con la obbligatorietà della legge (quasi un limite posto a tale 
ÉRSE obbligatorietà). La libertà qui significa per l’individuo che 0 2% 
2 Ja riprende il ritorno allo stato di natura. 3 "4 
| = L'individuo infatti nel caso in questione non pud vantare 
una libertà di disobbedire allo stato, nè per converso quest de ! 
AA _timo gli pu riconoscere una tale libertà : l'individuo da quel 
SNA fe _ momento cerca di sottrarsi all’azione dello stato, non riconosce | 
| ‘ più l’autorità di questo. E lo stato che persegue lindirid 00 
_condannato a morte e che cerca di sottrarsi alla pena, non. 
agisce più nei confronti di esso in base alla sua autorità di. 
stato sovrano, ma solo valendosi delle sua forza. Da quel mo-. E 
- mento fra l’individuo e lo stato si è ristabilita la condizione di “4 
- natura. La libertà dell'individuo significa la libertà che esiste 
allo stato di natura e che qui ritorna a farsi valere. 


* 


d x * 


= Il pensiero di Hobbes muove da certi concetti precisi | 

PARA e da questi si svolge secondo una logica rigorosa | 

inéccepibile. : 

I punto di partenza è il concetto del diritto. Il diritto À 
una creazione dell’uomo; è una istituzione alla quale esso 
_ portato si da una necessità della sua natura, ma che l'uc 
Gi “41 crea con la piena consapovelozza delle finalità cui esso de 
rispondere. Per questa sua natura esso si distingue da un impe 
_rativo di tipo kantiano che si imponga all’uomo incondizion: À 
. tamente : che l’uomo debba accettare senza sapere lo scopo à 
| quale conduca. \ 
La 11 diritto à una lepge creata dall’uomo, e |’ uomo stess 
RATS À _che al diritto si sottopone sa a quale fine esso risponde e | 
ms __ ragioni per le quali esso merita obbedienza. In questo senso 
Me à | pu dire che la concezione hobbesiana è una concezione mo- 


_ tf., 


"Ve e RU | 
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2 detba! nella quale il carattere di creatività e di libertà dell’ 
=: uomo si afferma meglio che in altre concezioni che ancora 
_oggi si sostengono e che vogliono appunto conferire al diritto 


un valoré assoluto, che si impone all’uomo senza che questi si 
renda conto del perchè : quasi qualche cosa di sovraumano 
che l’uomo si trovi di fronte e che esso deve soltanto accettare. 

Il carattere umano del diritto sta da una parte nel fatto 
che esso è una libera creazione dell’uomo (esso sorge per un. 
contratto), dall’altra nel fatto che esso esiste solo per un fine 
umano. Il diritto non è chiamato a realizzare dei valori asso- 


 luti, ma solo per rispondere a dei fini che interessano l’uomo. 


E il valore del diritto sta appunto nella funzione umana che 
esso esercita. 
Ora il diritto à, nel campo dell’ attività pratica dell’uomo, 
una categoria a sè, che si distingue dalla altre categorie quali 
sarebbero moralità, religione, ecc. Hobbes coglie con preci- 
sione il punto nel quale il diritto si distingue da ogni altra 
legge che regoli l’attività pratica, e su questo punto costruisce 
tutto il suo sistema. «7 
Il diritto è una legge obbligatoria. Ora la obbligatorietà di 
una lege sta sempre nella sua forma, non mai nel suo conte- 
nuto. Diciamo megjlio : se una legge è dichiarata obbligatoria 
in quanto tale il motivo della sua obbligatorietà e quindi la 


ragione della obbedienza da parte di coloro per cui essa à 


obbligatoria sta nel suo carattere appunto di legge e non nel 
contenuto di cui essa è materiata. 
Questo carattere della legge obbligatoria viene precisato da 


 Hobbes là dove egli tratta della differenza fra consiglio e co- 


mando. Nel De Cive * egli comincia col dire che la distinzione 


- fra legge e consiglio’va ricercata nella differenza che esiste fra 


comando e consiglio (Distinctio inter consilium et legem 
petenda est a differentia inter consilium et mandatum). II 


- consiglio è un precetto nel quale la ragione per la quale si 
- obbedisce si trova nel suo contenuto, in quello cioè che con 
esso viene prescritto (Jam consilium est praeceptum, in quo, 


ratio quare PR sumitur ab ipsa re quae praecipitur). Il 


_ comando invece è un precetto nel quale la ragione dell” obbe- 


dienza si fonda sulla volontà di colui che lo impone (Manda- 


WW, chap. XIV, art. 1, 


tum autem Le praeceptum : in à quo par 
oluiiale: praecipientis). Infatti colui 
pates cosi orme il che sta a 


= quali egli si oies HR enim non dicitur, 
ar sa jubeo, nisi stet pro ratione voluntas). Ora poichè al 
| obbedisce non per il loro contenuto, ma perchè esse espri 
a volontà di chi ha la facoltà di comandare, la legge non. 
consiglio, ma un comando; e si puù definire nel mo 
a “senente k KES è il comandg: dt una pAsons ten un Sin 1 


À Ja ragione dell’obbedienza (Cm vero legibus obediatur no 
. propter rem ipsam, sed propter voluntatem praecipientis, le 
ÿ non consilium, sed mandatum est; definiturque hoc modo 
lex est mandatum personae (sive hominis, sive curiae) cui 
É | pracceptum continet obedientiae rationem) . SOA 
Che pensiero di Hobbes è qui chiaro e preciso insieme con 
: le esigenze da cui esso è animato. Infatti che cosa sta a signi- y 
; _ ficare quel carattere di obbligatorietà che si attribuisce ad una 
legge ! ? Questo attributo della obbligatorietà aggiunge qualche Re 
cosa alla legge alla quale esso è riferito o è qualche cosa di. es 
è d se E° aies la questioré che Hobbes affronta e che 


| 


2 ê Nr elle Rex che altrimenti RE Hincnes AU 


LR + a £ 
Fe Au che la . merita il da ne già per pe suo caratter 


ÿ .n AUË obbligatorieta? Perchè essa dovrebbe essere äichiaraté “in 
à Ce II carattere di obbligatorietà che si attribuisce ad 


bus è noue ‘ 
Ma la legge giuridica ha a di RS AE 17 Ja 
fe obbligétorietà à te ER da una Forza; GE ne ee 
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non 7 un atuibute: che posix finire col Her il posto dr 


… quello della obbligatorietà: al contrario esso deriva logicamente 
proprio dal modo con cui tale obbligatorietà è intesa e serve 
_a fondare e a dare una ragion d’essere a questa. 
Il diritto infatti non è una legge che si imponga all’uomo 
incondizionatamente e indipendentemente dalla sua libera 
scelta. Il diritto sorge per libera decisione dell’ uomo che lo 
crea attribuendogli una funzione e proprio perchè esso eserciti 
questa funzione. La funzione che il diritto è chiamato ad eser- 
citare e per la quale esso viene creato è quella di mettere al 
posto della discordia e della guerra fra gli uomini la pace e la 
concordia. Tale funzione esso pud esercitare se sarà da tutti ris- 
pettato; ora perchè si abbia questa certezza occorre che esso 
sia coercibile, cioè che nel caso esso possa essere imposto anche 
con la forza. | 

Quando si ha la certezza che il diritto sarà rispettato, cer- 
tezza che si fonda appunto sulla sua coercibilità, esso allora è 
in grado di esercitare la funzione per la quale è stato creato, e 
appunto percid diventa obbligatorio. La obbligatorietà dél di- 
ritto quindi non si riduce a diventare una semplice costrizione. 


Essa appunto perchè obbligatorietà richiede e corrisponde ad 


un riconoscimento degli individui. Non la costrizione ma la 


possibilità della costrizione dà al diritto quel carattere per cui 
esso merita il riconoscimento degli uomini e viene considerato 


obbligatorio. . 


* 
* * 


ragionando nel modo seguente. 


La forma del diritto che gli uomini danno ad un contenuto 1 
qualsiasi ha un significato solo in quanto essa si pone contro 


la eventualità di una violazione da parte di qualche individuo, 


e proprio per evitare tale violazione. La forma del diritto ha 


questo significato e questa funzione negativa da esercitare. 


Tutte le volte che si afferma la obbligatorietà di un certo com-. 


 portamento per gli individui e si stabiliscono delle sanzioni 


contro coloro che non lo seguiranno, tutto cid ha un significato 
solo in relazione alle eventuali deviazioni e come rimedio a 


queste. 


Giunti a questo punto della nostra breve trattazione noi  : 
possiamo fare qualche considerazione sul pensiero hobbesiano 
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impossibile, deve essere cioè > eventtibnee impedita 
forza, a maggior ragione essa non deve essere riconos 


come valida. < 


SPA NT zione che esso è chan esercitare, deve non ammettere 
Ja possibilità di una deviazione da esso. Se gli uomini creano. 
il diritto, se danno la forma del diritto ad un cero contenuto, : 
\Y cid che essi fanno ha un significato solo se deve valere contro 
; ds de eventuali Petaroni e come rimedio a me £ 


Soie js | isogna fare è la seguente. Gli uomini “ee la tra ie 
diritto ad un certo contenuto. Essi lo fanno per evitare le 
Ps _ deviazioni e quindi, una volta creato il diritto, non devono 
+ _ammettersi le deviazioni da questo : con cid è raggiunto lo. 
_scopo che si voleva raggiungere. Ma perchè gli uomini vog gliono 
_salvare quel contenuto dalle deviazioni ? Lo fanno perchè 
vogliono proprio quel contenuto o perchè le deviazioni in sè. 
_stesse, generando discordie e lotte, sono dannose? In altri ter-_ 
mini quella forma del diritto è fine a se stessa o serve RE 
Mise in vita proprio quel contenuto ? $ 
: Ma anche se il diritto non è fine a sè stessa, se la sua fun 
zione è. solo quella di salvaguardare un certo contenuto dalla 
… possibilità di deviazioni, non per questo noi possiamo dire 
superata la concezione hobbesiana e insieme con essa 1 'esigenza É 
4 che Hobbes pone. Infatti perchè gli uomini che vogliono sa 

_vare un certo contenuto si inducono a dare ad esso la forma d Le 


. diritto ? Se lo scopo cssenslel 8 quello di assicurare la vita a 


|cong a dare à tale contenuto la forma del diritto, id vuol di 
5 questa QE è necessaria appanio per salvare art con 
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* Le caratteristiche che il diritto deve possedere quando è 


LE Ter 0 x . 
_ considerato fine a sè stesso, esso deve avere anche quando è 
_ mezzo per un fine ad esso estrinseco. Se gli uomini danno ad 


un cerlo contenuto la forma del diritto, ritenendo con ci che 
essa sia necessaria per mantenere in vita questo contenuto, 
tanto più facilmente quest’ultimo potrà essere salvato quanto 
meglio il diritto è in grado di esercitare la sua funzione, quanto 


più perfetto cioè esso sarà nella sua forma. 


Anche se si muove da una concezione meramente fun- 


_zionale del diritto, tale funzione subordinata che il diritto deve 


svolgere, essendo sempre quella di farsi valere contro le even- 
tuali violazioni, richiede che il diritto sia capace proprio di 
imporsi contro di queste : in tale sua capacità consisterà sem- 
pre la sua caratteristica essenziale. |; 

Il diritto quindi se è dall’uomo invocato e se ad esso si fa 
ricorso, è sempre richiesto perchè sia capace di imporsi contro 
le eventuali violazioni, e in vista di queste : tanto meglio esso 
risponderà alla sua destinazione quanto maggiore è la sotto- 
missione degli uomini. E’ sempre contraddittorio quindi dare 
la forma del diritto ad un contenuto e poi togliere al diritto 
stesso la sua autorità. 

Ma precisiamo meglio i termini di tutta la questione. Il 
diritto sorge e in tanto ha un significato in quanto esso si 
afferma contro eventuali volontà discordanti. Ora pud avvenire : 
che questa volontà discordante si voglia combattere non perchè 
essa sia la negazione di un determinato contenuto che si vuole 
salvare, ma perchè essa rappresenta l’arbitrio individuale gene- 
ratore di urti e di lotte fra gli individui. Questo caso si verifica, 
per ésempio, quando in un dato periodo storico, nell’urto fra 
le diverse tendenze politiche, nessuna riesce ad imporsi e la 
lotta degenera e diventa o rischia di diventare guerra civile. . 
In queste condizioni avviene talora che la maggioranza degli 
individui, disperando oramai ciascuno di fare trionfare la pro- 
pria idea e temendo d’altra parte come il peggior male la guerra 
aperta, preferisce che si affermi una tendenza qualsiasi purchè 
essa sia capace di imporsi a tutti e di stornare cosi la guerra 
imminente o già in atto. Quando si determina un tale caso il 


; valore del diritio sta solo nella sua forma. Qualunque diritto 


viene considerato buono solo che sia perfetto formalmente, 
solo cioè che sia capace di imporsi e di ottenere il rispetto di 


ER 


Se ARLES NE \ 
Ma pud avvenire invece che la nt os 6 


200 combattere mediante il diritto sia la polos che He 


=! 


una sua ragion d’essere sta a significare che tel contenuto, 
on come Par non è pi capace 4 ne” o per lo meno he 


he es 


Fa 


Fer 


+ 1e esso assume. Allora la forza di quel contenuto non si nee 
FE : cherà più in esso ma nella forma del diritto che esso assume. 
Hot. cosi stanno le cose dovrà essere cura degli uomini perfe- 
j _zionare la forma del diritto e fare di tres forma l’essenza di. Le 
SET _esso. e 


Ÿ 


Se ci si fida più della forma che del contenuto bisognerà | : 
- porre la ragione dell’obbedienza non nel contenuto, ma nella < 
on sa diritto. Ma d cer parte n noi non POS dimenti-_ 


Ê Le LU ’altro Éelle forma del diritto noi possiamo pes senz Ai 
Hi . see (orme HAprita la SORA RO obbedienza ca indi- 


. ne il necto incondizionato per la PR deriva anche all: 
ep che essa ha avuto di TPE in sè quel certo es 
ie 


ë. nuto, e nell’assorbirlo lo altera e lo modifica ? In ta c 
il es rimane, da un RE di vista Re M te 


j Me À de 
| ricorso alla forma del diritto) : deve essere la tone ad a si- 
_curare il rispetto degli individui : conviene percid affid: 
questa. Ma se questa non assicura nemmeno ni FARENS di 

L 


/ 


— 
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contenuto appunto perchè lo altera, a che cosa affidarsi ? In 
questo caso si dovrebbe concludere che quel contenuto, inca- 
pace di imporsi da sè e non avendo trovato una forma in cui 
tradursi, non troverà il rispetto degli uomini e finirà col nau- 
fragare. 

Il che se da una parte non significa una accettazione della 
tesi hobbesiana, in quanto nel nostro caso l’obbedienza alla 
legge non salva ormai niente e vale tanto quanto la violazione. 
di essa, è una conferma indiretta, dall’altra, della verità delle 
sue asserzioni; mostra cioè che dove un dato contenuto non è 
in grado di imporsi a tutti solo perchè tale, solo affidandosi 
alla forma del diritto e risolvendolo in essa lo si pud salvare. 
Dove j’accordo fra gli individui non si raggiunge spontanea- 
mente, o lo assucura il diritto o niente lo potrà assicurare. 


Università di Catania. 


_ avec un esprit dépourvu de préjugés. Ses incohérences, : 2 ù 


_ sort qu'on ait réservé, après la fortune de l’associationisme, LS. 


| | cessé ‘être considéré comme un grand ouvrage. M. Oakeshott, 


_nominalisme, | Ep mr etc., et ne cherche même ] pa: 


__ Michael Oakeshott, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1946. 


NOTE SUR THOMAS HOBBES FE LH 


A: propos de la dernière édition anglaise Je Leviaihan 


par Paul DE GAUDEMAR 


Hobbes a très souvent suscité l’ incompréhension a ou |° hos- 
_ tilité. Tous les siècles se sont occupés de sa philosophie, | ont 
. comprise différemment, mais peu de critiques l'ont abordée 


imprudences, l'intrépidité même de ses démarches l'ont s sou- 
vent desservie. Et cependant, en Angleterre, quel que soit FL n 


la ap ou à l’ontologie hobbienne, le Leviathan n'a > 


_ dans l’importante introduction, d’une soixantaine de pages, . 
pour donne à ce texte (accessible seulement, jusqu à ce out ol LA 
En la petite édition Everyman) n'hésite pas à le qualifier … 
comme « le plus grand, peut-être le seul chef-d' ue ep phi- 
pre politique, écrit en anglais ». 76 
Du système en général, M. Oakeshott ne dit que ce qui + st 
nenbble d'éclairer les perspectives maîtresses du Leviathi 
J1 ne s’attarde pas aux points très connus de cette philosophi 


n ‘est . pas CAT une certaine structure architectonique, mai s. 

_ dans: une « pensée passionnée », unique et centrale, qui pénèt re 
chaque partie à la façon d'un thème musical. Il est donc va n 
de se demander, comme l'ont fait tant d’historiens de Hobbs 


_ si les différentes pièces du système sont entre elles bie: joe ates 


7 Thomas Hossss, Leviathan, edited with an Ro 
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et si elles répondent à l’intention « matérialiste » du philosophe 


L: à (puisque telle est l'intention qu'on Jui prête communément), 


ou au contraire si elles introduisent des solutions de continuité 
dans le corps général de l’œuvre. Quand la critique philoso- 


_phique croit pouvoir établir qu'une même doctrine, rigide et 


implacable, se développe successivement à travers le De Cor- 
pore, le De Homine et le De Cive, elle risque fort de négliger 
l'essentiel et de céder à des schémas extrinsèques. C’est ainsi 
qu'on saura gré à M. Oakeshott d’avoir marqué, non pas le 
premier certes, mais avec vigueur, à quels contre-sens on s’ex- 
pose quand on pense, à l'exemple de S. Mill, que Hobbes tenait 
« les méthodes de li physique comme des modèles pour les 
sciences politiques ». S'il y a un point certain dans la philoso- 
phie de Hobbes, c'est qu’elle n’a rien à voir avec une science 
quelconque de la nature (l’antipathie de Hobbes pour la 
« Royal Society », son aversion pour la « nouvelle philosophie 
expérimentale » anglaise s'expliquent aisément par là). Le mé- 


-canisme hobbien a sa source dans la « ratiocination » et non 


pas dans l'observation; ce qui préoccupe avant tout le philo- 
sophe, c'est le problème de la nature et des limites de la 


_ connaissance philosophique, et non pas l'élaboration d’une 


doctrine du monde. 

Si la philosophie civile de Hobbes ne peut, en aucune 
façon, être considérée comme le dernier chapitre d'une philo- 
sophie matérialiste, les termes de « philosophie rationaliste » 
ne doivent pas être employés avec moins de circonspection. La 


-« ratiocination » (reasoning) de Hobbes n'a rien à voir avec 


l'usage de la raison cartésienne ou spinoziste, et les notions de 
« volonté » et « artifice » détruisent dans le Leviathan toute 
trace de rationalisme naturaliste. Il faut remonter aux idées 
politico-théologiques du judaïsme et à la conception romaine 


de la lex pour saisir la filiation de Th. Hobbes. Encore est-il 


permis de voir dans son scepticisme, dans son individualisme, 
dans sa croyance à la vertu salvatrice de la passion, des traits 
qui le rattachent aux théologiens des xv° et xvr siècles, et parmi 
eux à ceux de la Renaissance italienne, plus encore peut-être 


qu’à ceux de la Réforme. Tout cela est excellemment indiqué 


par M. Oakeshott dans le paragraphe relatif à la « tradition de. 


Hobbes ». 
Un second point — qui se rapporte plus directement aux 


454 ire 
idées rlonpées Fe. le re _ ei 
On de souvent | reproché à Hobbes sa te ndan eat 


cites dans son œuvre *, mais encore son scepticisme. ‘conex cer. à 


RE f. Fi £ 


| 1 Cf. par exemple Vrararoux, La Cité de Hobbes, théorie de L'Et 
< _lotalitaire (Essai sur la conception naturaliste de la civilisation) (Chro- a 
nique sociale de France, Lyon, 1935). Pour l’auteur, bien qu'il ne 
à s'agisse évidemment pas d’un ordre chronologique, l'enchaînement 
logique des différentes pièces du système ne fait aucun doute : 
ee universelle des COrpsS, d où se déduit une ee partie 


ai 
É du orres «Il est clair que Hobbes d’une part a la tête plus - 
froide que Machiavel puisqu'il évite de s’enthousiasmer en dilettante au 
in politique de tel ou tel ambitieux, et que d’autre part loin d 'accepter | a 
la méchanceté de l’homme avec cette sorte d'indifférence, voire « 
connivence presque démoniaque qu’on a notée dans Le Prince { 
‘homme n'était pas un monstre, #: n’y aurait pas besoin de si in 


Pare l'analyse scientifique des faits jusqu’au ‘point où il rencontre ren 
re pm à “une sorte d’ idéal moral ROBES enraciné chez lu 


ss U Philosophie et d'Histoire générale de la Civilisation, “fase 
HART octobre- décembre 1946.) 

eu. 7v * « On trouve (chez Hobbes) toutes les prémisses et be: Fe aff. 
_ mations les plus caractéristiques du libéralisme. Il suffira de rappeler : 
“le:] principe égalitaire à la base de toute son argumentation — le d 
naturel dont il parle à tous les caractères des droits imprescriptibles 
nr l’homme — l'opposition entre l’état militaire et l’état industriel d 

pe société humaine, ce dernier étant le seul qu’il accepte. — il rejette, 
ï Le - partant du principe égalitaire, le pouvoir paternel sur 1 enfant au pro 
du pouvoir maternel, en admettant, comme sa prémisse, l'égalité. 
22! “lue dés Sen eses enfin, ses opinions Sue le RAR Are su 
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à nant la À odadion de |’ homme naturel comme celle du sou- 

& _verain, son individualisme qui Jui fait admettre, chez l’homme 
comme chez Dieu : le primat de la volonté sur la raison, son 

_assertion maintes fois répétée que la loi, en tant que comman- 
dement du souverain, contient en elle-même une freedom qui  _- 


; est absente de la loi, en tant que Raison ou Coutume, Tu 
confèrent une place originale parmi les fondateurs de cette 

à 0 2 . : , \ } à 

doctrine *. Le fait que les morales anglaises de « l'instinct : ; 


social ». popularisées par Adam Smith, mais préfigurées déjà à 
par Richard Cumberland, adversaire farouche de Hobbes, aient + 
revendiqué pendant un certain temps les titres du libéralisme 

nous masque parfois l’origine plus strictement individualiste ER 
de celui-ci. En réalité, bien que Hobbes ne soit pas un « libé- un 
ral » au sens courant du terme, son absolutisme n’est en fin 
de compte, comme le dit Strauss « rien d’autre que le libéra- Hs 
lisme militant in statu nascendi, c'est-à-dire, le libéralisme + 
dans sa forme la plus radicale ». | 


0 de l’absolutisme n'est pas en désaccord avec son libéralisme et ne le 
S ; rend pas suspect. Le fait prouve seulement qu'il se rendait bien compte 
ÿ _ de la force des obstacles que le libéralisme avait à surmonter, obstacles 
* venant non seulement des pouvoirs anciens de l'Eglise et de l'Etat féo- : ï 
dal, mais aussi et même surtout, de la nature humaine elle-même.» 4 
(Léo Srrauss, Quelques remarques sur la science politique de Hobbes, # 
in Recherches philosophiques, II, 1932-1933, pp. 609-610.) à HARAS 


1 M. Oakeshott fait justement remarquer ici que la pensée de 
Hobbes n’est pas différente de celle de tout le xvr° siècle. Hobbes adhère A Tan 
- à la traditiom scotiste qui dit que la seule chose que nous pURAonE À 
connaître de Dieu est son omnipotence. : 
Ja 2 En pratique, il est impossible au souverain de commander Ghaque RAR 
Es. action du sujet. Le silence de la loi recouvre de larges sphères de la vie 
du sujet, et d’autre part l’objet d’un commandement n’est pas un acte 
_ concret mais toujours une généralité abstraite. La liberty est impliquée 
_ dans la relation souverain-sujet. Cette zone de liberté inaliénable pré- 
_ sente dans chaque acte d’obéissance est, d’après Hobbes, possible parce 
que l'autorité de la loi vient de la volonté du souverain, et non de la æ 
contrainte de la raison ou de la coutume. Par ce biais encore, Hobbes MU 
montre que son absolutisme n’est aucunement totalitarisme dévorant où 
frénésie de réglementation. Non seulement, par le silence des lois, le 
sujet garde des libertés multiples (parmi lesquelles évidemment, celle 
d'acheter et de vendre), mais encore il est un cas où le sujet est délié | 

de l'obligation envers son souverain : c'est lorsque celui-ci faillit à sa 
= tâche de protection. Dans ce cas, Hobbes dit que la freedom intervient | 
Be pour remplacer l'obligation. Sur les différences de signification entre ces : 

D deux, termes anglais de liberty et freedom, cf. des remarques intéres-. 

santès dans un article de Herbert Read paru dans la revue Now (n°. 8 

É Hayrune 1947). 


seraient à signaler. Certains excursus sur des nèmes plus gt 
raux rattachent le Leviathan aux préoccupations philo 
fondamentales de Hobbes ou précisent des points d’ histoire. 
Pourtant reprocher au paragraphe : qui débrouille les différ 


Ps ne pas rattacher cette question à celle nédeen du libéra- 
ee  Jisme. S'il est vrai, comme l’a montré Strauss, que la vanité “e : 


SU montrer comment c’est la peur de la mort :-viôlentes qui est Le = 

| véritable source du devoir, « la force qui illumine | homme », 
PEUR bien loin de le ramener aux aveuglements d’un effroi primitif: 
+ et au « royaume dés ténèbres ». On aurait vu alors que. bien 
loin d'affirmer comme légitime l'emprise totale du politique Fe 
*. sur les autres domaines de la vie du sujet, c'est au contraire 
Es pee une dépréciation du politique en tant que tel que vise la” 
AN doctrine civile de Hobbes. Au domaine du politique, considéré 
comme le domaine de la domination, de la vanité, s'oppose le 
_ domaine de l’économie, considéré comme le domaine du labeur 
4 ordonné et du travail modeste, éclairés LE la peu qui est 


i intitulé «au delà du politique "Al Hate que le don dt pol 
tique à l'humanité ne peut être un don de salut. La sociét 
4 fee vie n “apporte à l’ homme a aucun SRE AUS Elle La 


#7. LA be le he de ceux qui, tentés de porter un crédit trop. 
ay LE: 5 grand? à certaines affirmations un peu tranchantes de la préface | 
TE de l’édition latine du Leviathan, ne manqueraient pas de sou: 
GR à “pt . ligner à quel enfer, à force de concevoir la société civile com 


FER un paradis, Hobbes condamne les hommes. Son sage de 
fé ; n'est pas allé jusqu’à ces limites extrêmes. 
ASE AS - Les quelques pages qui concernent le tempérament, la u u 
 nure d'esprit, la manière de l’auteur du Leviathan sont f 
bien venues : elles expliquent en quoi et pourquoi chaque siè 
8! pu se faire de lui une ‘idée différente et spas un po 
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facilement reconnu en lui l'autodidacte amateur qui se situe, 
non sans une certaine arrogance, à l'écart de toutes les écoles 
philosophiques, le xvmn° siècle français n’a pas eu de peine 
à puiser dans sa passion pour la controverse, dans son instinct 
combattif qui fait feu de tout bois, une leçon toute différente. 
Cependant ces indications ne sont pas poussées assez loin”: 
elles auraient dû constituer le point de départ de considéra- 
tions sur l'influence du penseur anglais et ses fortunes diverses. 
Même dans une étude qui ne prétend être qu’une première 
initiation à la lecture, on regrette l’absence de perspectives 
de ce genre. Pour ne parler que du rôle joué par la pensée de 
Hobbes en Angleterre, de ce qu’il y a de spécifiquement anglais 
dans son génie * nous restons sur notre soif. Il eût été inté- 
ressant d'étudier, comme l’a tenté John Laird ?, ce qui subsiste 
aujourd'hui de vivant de cette doctrine, et on s’apercevrait que 
ce propos ne peut que ramener aux idées du Leviathan sur la 
souveraineté, les fonctions de la loi positive, etc. Ce ne sont ni 
la logique, ni la psychologie, ni la morale de Hobbés qui gar- 
dent aux yeux de nos contemporains anglais une valeur 
actuelle, mais bien son effort analytique pour « montrer non 
pas ce qu'est la loi ici et Ià, mais ce qu'est la loi» (Lev., 
ch. 26). 

De plus, dans son souci de montrer que la philosophie 
politique de Hobbes n’a été que peu affectée par les différences 
de temps et de lieu, dans son désir d'élever le Leviathan à la 
hauteur des chefs-d’œuvre intemporels, l’auteur néglige sans 


1 Nous sayons toute la part d’arbitraire qu'il y a dans les opposi- 
tions faciles entre ce que l’on appelle les « génies » des différents pays. 
Il est certain cependant que si l'amour du système, l’apparence de 
raideur dogmatique, l'absence (relative) du sens du risque et de 
_ l'aventure nous apparaissent surtout comme des traits du tempérament 
personnel de Hobbes, en revanche l’utilitarisme prébenthamien, le didac- 
tisme qui présente les arguments sous forme de machine guerrière plu- 
tôt que comme une-recherche inquiète, le mélange de réalisme et d’idéa- 
lisme (signalé par Maurice de Gandillac dans l’article cité), l'aspect 
volontiers mythique du développement des idées, etc., tout cela nous 
paraît très proche de certaines constantes de la philosophie anglaise : 
énergique, soucieuse de la pratique, imaginative, volontiers mécani- 
cienne en matière de physique, très à l’aise dans l’espace sensible et le 
mouvement, éprise de l'individu même lorsqu'elle a sur lui une vue 
très sombre. 

2 Cf, John Larrn, Hobbes et la Grande-Bretagne contemporaine 
(Archives de Philosophie, vol. XII, 1936, pp. 63 à 72). 


He entre la première et la dense ‘édition latine a. 
7 Pa la Restauration des Stuart) sont à cet égard significatives. 
É quelle mesure un historien des idées peut-il s’affranch 
travail qui consiste à replacer dans son contexte transito ee 
une œuvre aussi i profondément n engagée »?lln 'est re d . 


5 


> ment » de l'humanité une solution qui dépasse Lei les 
remèdes proposés pour une crise locale et passagère; il n'en 
pas moins vrai que ce qui mit en mouvement sa pensée, 


us. ps qui traversèrent la vie de Hobbes. | 
: es de | Rs s’en tient à une nomenclature assez 


WA ÿ 2,27 ER 


on c 7e autour de cette idée de la peur, qui se découpe sur 
ctif d'angoisse, que s'organisent la plupart des thèmes chers à 
du Leviathan. Brunchvicg a signalé avec justesse que Hobbe 
r cet ne qui a eu «le courage de suivre jusqu'au bout utre hypoth 
le courage plus rare encore de la fonder sur cet aveu que tous no: 
avons peur » (De la connaissance de soi, p. 14). Ce parti pris qui à : 
des racines si profondes dans le tempérament, explique que pour Hobb 
la libération ne puisse venir d'aucune connaissance du monde na 
Ve (comme Lucrèce, par exemple, l'avait cru). Il ne faut pas s’y trom: 
>: YROUT Hobbes, le salut de l’homme est d'ordre émotionnel, AR à 
à d’ ordre religieux, intellectuel ou politique. M. Oakeshott fait 
AY lemment remarquer que la préoccupation fondamentale de Hobbes S 
point de vue religieux n'est pas de réformer les croyances au non 
_ quelque vérité universelle, mais uniquement d'’évincer la puissance. 
PSP pi en elles risque de démolir la société et d'entraîner la confusion, 4 
oi : AE let. la mort physique. La tâche de la « théologie civile » est de tri 
CRIE les croyances populaires réellement pratiquées, celles qui so 
A  tibles de s’harmoniser publiquement. Il ne s’agit donc pas d 
ee tion métaphysique et l'assimilation des thèses de Hobbes avec 
Luther développait en 1625 dans La Puissance civile est superfi 


: _ 
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de l’homme et de la cité, de l'Etat et de l'Eglise. Plus encore, 
il aurait fallu noter l'importance, pour l'interprétation con- 
crète de Hobbes, des conditions économiques de l’époque : le 
passage difficile du régime féodal, agricole et militaire au 
régime bourgeois, industriel et commercial. Alors qu’en 
France, au xvnr siècle, la bourgeoisie sentait moins encore & 
force politique que son besoin de tutelle économique, en Angle- 
terre la désunion entre le Prince et le Parlement était consom- 
mée, depuis le début du règne de Charles I*. L’essor de l’éco- 
nomie nouvellement née de la production manufacturière, de 
l'échange, de l’argent, objet des tendances nationales de l’An- 
gleterre mercantile du xvn* siècle, plus encore que le retour, 
sur le plan politique, des efforts de l’absolutisme, donne à 
l'œuvre de Hobbes son véritable climat. Il est également curieux 
qu on ait fait à peine mention des trois séjours (dont le der- 
nier, on le sait, fut de longue durée) que fit Hobbes en France. 
Là encore, sur le plan politique (en 1610, Hobbes se trouvait à 
Paris lors de l'assassinat d'Henri IV), comme sur le plan phi- 
losophique (les relations de Hobhbes avec Gassendi, Descartes, 
le groupe de Mersenne) d’utiles indications auraient pu être 
données. 

Sans doute, pour répondre aux multiples questions que 
nous avons soulevées au passage, c’est un livre que M. Oakeshott 
eût dû écrire. Aussi bien ne faut-il pas faire reproche à 
M. Oakeshott de tous ses silences, difficiles à éviter dans un 
nombre de pages aussi limité que celui dont il disposait. 
Exprimons plutôt le regret que l'éditeur n'ait pu aborder tous 
les points que nous avons signalés dans le cadre d’une simple 
introduction. 

Telle qu’elle est, cette introduction à Hobbes, et au Levia- 
than en particulier, rendra les plus grands services. Il faut la 
placer au-dessus des travaux de Leslie Stephen et Croom Robert- 
son relatifs au même ouvrage. La bibliographie aurait pu, à 
côté des ouvrages anglais, les seuls qui soient cités, mention- 
ner les travaux de Toennies, Lips, Brandt, Cay, von Brock- 
dorff, Lévi, Gadave, sans doute d’autres encore. 


Faculté des Lettres de Toulouse. 
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» 
The Uncommon Sense of “ Common Sense 


by L. O. KATTSOrFF 


The appeal to ‘ common sense ”’ has become as frequent in some 
philosophic circles as the appeal to Scripture is among fundamentalists. 
Yet, I have to see some one of the ‘common sense ” philosophers 
analyze critically precisely what the term means and to what it refers. 
T presume this is partly, at least, because’ it would appear strange to 
appeal to common sense to tell us what ‘ common sense ” means. To 
do so would be to ask of common sense that it reflect upon itself and 
this, presumably, common sense does not do. The situation becomes 
even more anomalous when one common sense philosopher denies in the 
name of common sense that which another common sense philosopher 
asserts as the common sense meaning of a séntence is not as a matter of 
fact its common sense meaning. Even more, shall I say amusing, is the 
case in which a statement A and another not—A are both asserted (by 
different philosophers) as common sense assertions, while others. assert 
: that neïither À nor not—A can be justifiably asserted to be common 
sense statements. This is in my opinion to be expected since it seems 


to me that the most outstanding fact about common sense is that it 


does not know what it means, and makes little or no attempt to be 


consistent. Common sense vagaries are functions of the time and of 


emotion. 

But, I too, in what I have just said, have fallen into the same 
morass for I have also tried to appeal to what common sense is and 
does. At what am I looking when I make such statements ? 

I wish to raise three questions: 


a) What is meant by ‘“ common-sense ?’ ? 

b) How do we determine what ‘common sense ” does or does not 
assert ? 

c) How reliable are common sense assertions ? 


1) What is meant by ‘ common sense ”? The Dictienary of Phi- 
losophy (Runs) has two entries under this term. “Common sense: 


In Aristotle’s psychology the faculty by which the common sensibles | 


are perceived. ” “ Common Sense Realism: .… a theory of knowledge 


which would support the realistic belief of the man on the street ” 


(p: 69). 
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A ar ption that the common 
what de Fa ia give us Editer about the object. 


; are a number of D used US .bf these 
p Fu S 


à L' Les ] 
Fe Li 4 LE ; 
“ Common sense tels us. or ‘common sense Nue ne ; 
“It is evident to common sense. ”. Such expressions indicate a kind 


of court of ultimate appeal bey ond which there is and can be no appeal. 
"As a matter of fact common sense seems in many appeals, to be a kind 
a sense that give us immediate, revelatory, intuitions akin to those of se 

. which, for example, Ewing speaks of as ‘“intuitions ”. It is true that Fine 
-_ common sense usually appeals to sense data originating in sense. # 
mer experience, but what common sense reveals to us is the object as it is. ce 
4 Common sense tells us that what we know as sense-data is the object F ; 
and not merely the sense-data. The distinction between common sense A 
fs and the ordinary senses must be maintained by common sense . 
LR _philosophers. But this is to treat common sense as a kind of special 
sense and presumably there are those of this conviction. who ou 
_deny that there is such a thing at all. Yet it appears, Or should, he 


je combinations of them. Common sense or not, each sense organ rie 

En. to us a specific type of datum and if we are naive enough to take the 

object for the datum, we are naive enough to believe anything. is 
_ Berkeley needed a synthesizing mind to unite the various perceptions 


PU a single object. 


I do not believe, however, that the common-sense 12 


F4 as a matter of fact exist; the Kantian a priori is hardly amena ie 
to common sense experience. It is non-sense; and some would ha 
s1 believe that it is also nonsense. 


Eu 
Common sense then would appear not to be a special sens us 
rather the ordinary outlook or point of view of the ordinary pc son. 
By an ordinary person seems to be meant either a non- moe 

osopher who is trying to be non-philosophical. / It is assumed, of. Ë 
se, that ordinary people have ordinary points of view unsulli d | 
sophisticated precision of the reflective mind. And there are t h 
who always identify sophistication with degeneration, so that th 
. à ordinary point of view is considered by them as somehow more accur. 
r original than the critical point of view. If, it is claimed, ; comm Or 
ne tells us that there is a tree, then there must be a tree. and at 
is more, we know there is a tree and would admit it, if we were no! mn 
ed by too much sophistication. What this when translated means 
s something as follows:—if it is the ordinary point of view. of the 
à dinary person. that what I see is a tree, then that settles DUR er 
is a tree and if I were honest I would admit there is-a tree and that 


EL 


know there is one. But, here one runs into difficulties for it me 
FE 
7 


ue 


imed that at least the element of indubitability is something _whic 
10 ordinary person in his common sense would claim. Not that a 
ight not think the very possibility of error absurd if he were ask se 
but two things. can be said. First, common sense, s0 called, se re 
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to be more of an ‘attitude than anything else ri 2 is a 
marked by a total lack of any considerations of this sort. se 

when the ordinary person is asked to reflect upon his. “every d 
experience of the tree and to decide whether or not he knows that wh 
he sees is a tree or merely an illusion, then he departs from the stand Là 
point of common sense and begins to be philosophical. I shall return 
to the question “ Who is this Et person, whose opinion is being ee 


re b?' Jater. : OLIS 
SEE Consider the statement :— en sensé tells me that this is my. a à 
Pt ir hand and that I am writing. ”  Precisely what do I mean? I have 


_already ruled out the possibility of.a special sense. Nor does it appear CR 
to me to be adequate to say that this is what the ordinary person % 
HA) believes from his ordinary point of view since the ordinary person’s. 
Hard point of view is not involved. It could mean, perhaps, that in my 
à  ordinary moments when I am like other ordinary people, then I know 
; these things to be so. This assumes that there are characteristics | Re. 
At - which distinguish ordinary persons (and me in mÿ ordinary. moments) ES 
from those others who are sophisticated (and me in my epistemological 
RÉ moments). What these characteristics are, apart from a refusal to take 
the obvious to be what it pretends to be, is not clear. So what the à 
above statement would appear to mean is something like this :—“ When. ï 
_ I refuse to be critical and take the obvious to be what it appears to es :& 
: then I will accept the fact that this is my hand to be exactly ‘ my hand: 28 
L and the appearance of writing to be precisely ‘ my hand writing ’. jé A fé 
Im other words, when common sense is appealed to in such cases, - it is 
rather a demand that the obvious be taken as obvious and that es 
. doubts be rejected as unwarranted. The difficulty of going along with. 
such demands is that no evidence is offered to support these demands 
“and often requests for reasons are pushed aside as counter to common. a 
sense. This is to say again, that common sense is taken to be a last £ 
ge ou beyond which one is not permitted to go. Critical doubts are 5 
Es. _réjected as unwarranted again, because common sense shows us im nee 
4 diately that mere _ without basis. It appears to me that the use « 
Aa common sense ” is there defined as ‘“ good judgment ”. _Senten 
ERREU: such as Î have given then mean something like this : “ It is a . 
AS 0 judgment to make that whenever you are sick you should call 
FER F4 + doctor ”. But this is a judgment which is said to be a “ good ” ox 
‘hà a SA and therefore involves a set of circumstances and a conclusion inferr 
Me LE from the given set of conditions. Involved are also the rules of log 
de BA and other tacit premises such as the ability of a doctor to cure. illné 
K * 2e the “unpleasantness of illness, etc. In such cases, it is not impossil 
AS vire #2 to challenge either the premises or the conclusion; so for exam 
: 7 de + child realizing the benefits of being sick by. Way of added attention an nd 
a AE gilts, might (if he were sophisticated enough) even say. it is plai a 2 
; nie common sense not Lo call a doctor—for a while at least ”. At any ra! 
opt Et LT: feel | that this use of common sense, i.e. as good judgment, indica 
% a M: 100 indirect a process and is not what the common sense Philosop he 
. mean at all. - \ | 


4 | a dé Appeal is often made to ‘teommon sense none » of terms. 4 

Le dispute about what a given term, e.g. thé good, might mean, 
M common sense philosopher will inevitably -appeal to the ‘ comm 
_ sense meaning of the good ”. This is supposed to be the obvious 
+ : Fan by both disputants. Actually this is a EE ut forn 


LT 


sophistry, because when ‘etÈhe an PRES is made there is a RE UOTE AS 
As that 1) there is such a meaning and 2) I know (or ought to) WE 
what it is, so that 3) I am rather foolish in arguing about the meaninge CNET 
TES not clear just what is meant by the ‘ common ” sense meaning. ME 
The word ‘ common * may mean in this connection either the or CNET PANNE MEANS 
or that which all hold together. That is to say, the common sense HAS 
meaning of ‘‘ good ” may mean either the Ordinary meaning of good or 
that meaning of good which is held by all.. That there is a common sense 
Dome of good held by-all is highly questionable; and even if there 
. were there is still the possibility that it is false unless one falls back Fa 
L on the previous meaning of common sense as revelatory in addition. to. RUE 
_ being universal. In this meaning the common sense meaning of good 
… … would need to be viewed as a kind of innate idea. That the ordinary 
12 meaning of good (or any other term) is anything that can be less than 
vague and imprecise and therefore unworthy of being a final world *MoNQ 
would certainly need demonstration. Common sense meanings are 
. points from which to begin analysis, not termini of investigations, for 
these are agreements among greater or fewer number of people as to 
certain elements of the meanings of many terms. 


el 
Vp 


+ 


2 * Much of what I have said may be condemned as setting up straw LATE 
_inen to knock down. This, I presume, would be the case with those 
* more radically empiricist of the common sense philosophers who would” 

insist that I have been discussing the wrong aspect of the expression 

_ “common sense ”. The word ‘ common ” in this connection would. £ ACTES 
_ refer to the fact that all knowers may have the same sensory experience. a È 
: Here the reference is to what may be called the ‘“ sense (or. sensory) 
meaning or in the case of such expressions as “ common sense tells ee us 


some of. which I shall mention. From this point of view to sa 
Common sense tells me this is my hand writing these words ? 
1ean something like this :—‘ The sense experiences which I 1 an 
ô aving and which’ could be had by any person, inform me. directly tha 


s is my hand which is writing. ” It is evident that the ei 


xXpT' 
e S 


D Les in common. But this raises many epistemological problem 


AS 
bservors 
( e Pen or era sense organs, if any one of ent were in my. * 

n at this moment, they would have the same, or similar, sense 
iences and they would know that it is the hand of the one ha 5 
Re us which is writing. This, however, is no longer am ter 
common sense. > but of that very AR ae La à of. srl — 


4 that since no/ome can be RATAITES in my pos ion 
Fe eur reduces the S common ? _eleï e 


Te ÿ # is assumed that my hand is. sim 
+ 47 An-oiher words, if we accept this ou A. of 


ee ve a form of idealism ? 
RACE termed common sense points of view. no matter ne ) 
re meaning of the expression. It may be that the naive perso 
street asserts that what he senses gives him direct informati 
‘things. But I cannot see how this can be anything but an error 

> basis of what is known about sense perception and judgments b sed « 
Fi 2 them. Again, the oniy way to save the doctrine, it seems to me, 
. argue, ‘as I have done elsewhere, that sense perception serves as a 
of warranty of direct intuition for which it is also a propaedeutic : 
SR But this is not a common sense philosophy unless the WoOr\ 
“ sense ” is taken to include more than the six usual ones. ” 
The: uncommon sense in which some philosophers use the ter 
common sense seems to include the elements of immediate awaren ss, 
> “ot certainty and of ultimacy. The ordinarÿ meaning of the term, © 
- shall I say the common sense meaning of the term common sense do 
arrogate these qualities to itself—or seems to do so. It is, therefo: 
appropriate to discuss the next question. ï 


= PE n sense does or does not assert ? 
ere, it seems to me, a Anse needs to be drawn betwee 
what. common sense asserts ” and ‘“ what the man on the sire 
 asserts”” even though the two are frequently used synonymousl; 
Unless the expression ‘ the man on the street asserts ?” is ak tie me 
_ “the man on the street asserts when he uses common sense ? 

appear that even that celebrated person from time to time éo not 88: 
common sense. The appeal to the man on the street may be made as 
criterion of what common sense asserts, but if the common sens 
ustified 5 in. any uncritical acceptance of them. Consider, for” examp 
he common sense RPRERE of a tèrme Dr à & good 2 ut will RS sndel 


“ | what the man on the street says he means. Many Pope 
do HE ed to express what they considered the common sense mea: . 
Re a good ? 40 be; but I doubt if any one has taken the trouble to disco 
SJ what the man on the street takes it to mean. Has any philosop 
| sinæ Socrates asked this man on the street? It is true that the soci 
Dur … psychologist has given us various tests (aptitude, personality, etc. .), b À 
pe es no  philosopher would take these as indicative of the true meanings of 
do the terms involved. If the common sense meaning of ‘“ good”. 
4 Him. to the meaning of ‘ good ” held by the man on the st 
ve rthen-the obvious way to discover what common sense asserts is tot 


a 


4 
| a poll. No philosopher to my knowledge has ever done so 0 
embarking on an analysis of ‘ good ” begins by doing so. Quite t 
contrary, he is prepared to say what such a poll should or would fini 
a suspicion is that should such a poll be taken, the number of no 
2 S points would increase with the size of thé population polled, . 
“ASS that there is no RG common sense meaning held by all pee 


sense may défier from what … common 
er insists to be common sense. How. in such a case à De 
be made between the two pretenders P They. could 
h be ultimate and if each insisted there were no appeal beyond “à 
em, then each could claim on its own word to be common sense and 
stick to that claim: There would in the case be nothing left to do but +" 

How each claimant to depart. They would be like two children each “4 ie, ' 
nn me XI am ” with no possible attempt at any decision except in: 
_ Lerms of the number of times each makes the assertion and the FOURS 
| ess with which it is made. 

_ Since the common sense philosopher does not as a matter of Ee 
inguire of any person, ordinary or extraordinary, concerning the asser- 
_ tions of common sense, he must find these in his own capacity as an. 
L - ordinary person and/or in his uncritical moments. Here we have a 
_paradoxical situation indeed! The philosopher who has spent years in 
an attempt to sharpen his critical abilities and to become, if I may say *. 
_ So, a most unusual person, now finds that these very traits achieved # 
_ in moderale fashion at so great a cost, indicate that they must be. Le 

_ rejected. So the common sense philosopher finds himself hopelessl a 

_ trying to adopt the point of view of the common sense of the man it 
_the street. This, ‘it seems to me, is a hopeless task because the 
philosophers’ training cannot be ‘ bracketed ” at will. What is said to. 
. be common sense by the philosopher is more often apt to be the commo 
æ pe . sense of a sophisticated thinker. And this is more akin to good judg 
an. nn ment or direct insight, than to any such thing as common sense. Th 
_ situation is paradoxical also because philosophic reflection usually begi | 
_ with the recognition that there are inconsistencies, vagueness and 
_obscurities in common sense meanings and assertions. It is extremel 
 surprising, therefore, to discover that after long and tedious analysis 
of meanings and beliefs, the common sense philosopher should appeal 
_ to common sense as an ultimate authority in these matters. And what 
may be even more amazing is the fact that such philosophers do not 
seem. to recognize that they are ma asserting the results of their SR 
: _thinking to be ‘* common sense ”. Even if these were PU assertions | 


pue discover them in itself, but would need to ask some 


n he : 
so ! 


Pa 


imaté, thon we should abolish all training in Re ram analysis 


ne Re A and inimical to the best interests of the sear ch e 


: sense Eahcss is | precisely the Ctenred uncritical, naive, dd 
LL. This means that those who are constantly appealing to common 
E EHDPQrE of their philosophical ce should become. pollsters # 


ÿ LE 


LE 3) How reliable are common-sense assertions ? | 
In the light of the entire discussion so far, the answer. to ‘ie 
ectly obvious. Common sense would indicate that ne a 


Tes 
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assertions are extremely unreliable. It is hardly necessary to point out 5 


(but I do so to avoid having some embryonic philosopher take me … 


to task) that “ common sense ”’ in its first occurrence in the preceding 
sentence is “used to mean ‘easy inference ” or “ obvious inference ”. 
In these senses alone of good judgment or correct inference or immediate 
insight, does ‘ common sense ”’ have any degree of reliability. So far 
as the other meanings of the term are concerned, I simply cannot see 
how an imprecise statement of an untrained person can under most 
cireumstances be very reliable. Theré are of course, individuals of good 
judgment and native wit who can and do arrive at conclusions more 
rapidly, more accurately and more consistently than many philosophers. 
But these persons hardly use common sense; they use good judgment, 
accurate observations and correct inference. These can be the possession 
of individuals without specific training in such thinking. On these 
we as philosophers can and should rely for assertions. 

It has long been a favorite occupation of philosophers to take 
common sense assertions, criticize and analyze them in order to expose 
their vagueness, inconsistencies, and ambiguities. 


University of North Carolina. 
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